APPENDIX H

The following pages present Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Comments have been
numbered; responses are provided in Appendix .
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The public hearing on the Disposal and Reuse of the

Jefferson Proving Ground was held on Tuesday, April 25,
1995, at the Salvation Arnmy Auditorium 331 East Main
Street, Madison, Indiana: That said neeting was taken in
shorthand and on a tape recorder by Lois Jackson, a Notary
Public in and for the County of Jefferson, State of

I ndiana: That the following transcript is provided of said

meeti ng:

MR, PAUL CLOUD: | would Iike to wel cone everyone
here tonight for the public hearing. It is now ny pleasure
to introduce Col onel Terry Wekly, Conmandi ng officer of the

Jefferson Proving Ground. Thank you.

COLONEL TERRY WEEKLY: Good evening, |adies and
gentlenen. | would like to take this opportunity to wel cone
you all to this evening's hearing regarding the Draft
Envi ronnental | npact Statenent for the disposal and reuse of
JPG

As | believe everyone is aware, we were a 1988 Base
Real i gnnent and Closure installation. W are schedul ed for
closure on the third (3rd) of Septenber of this year and

that is dictated by law. | think nost of you are probably



1 also aware that we finished our amunition testing mi ssion
2 on the thirtieth (30th) of Septenber |ast year and | know

3 sonme of you at least - | see faces that were there for that
4 cerenony. At the present tine, we are in the process of

5 closing out facilities and turning in equipnent in
6 preparation for the eventual re-use of the proving ground or

7 possibly putting into caretaker status, depending on how the

8 process goes.

9 Qur purpose here this evening is to receive your

10 coments and concerns on the Environnental |npact Statenent
11 that the Arnmy has prepared for the disposal and re-use. Let
12 me enphasi ze the word environmental inpact. Qur purpose is
13 not, at this forum is not to debate the closure process or
14 even debate who the ultinmate user of the proving ground is
15 going to be. That will be counterproductive. What we need

16 to focus our comments on are the environnental inpacts and

17 soci o-econonic inpacts to the community of this closure.

18 So please try to focus your comments in that regard
19 and | think it will be a lot more fruitful neeting for

20 everyone. The draft EIS that we're reviewi ng tonight was

21 prepared by Jaycor Corporation under the supervision of M.
22 Jim Davidson of the U S. Arny Materiel Conmmand and Jimis
23 going to be the one who will conduct tonight's neeting. O
24 course, we at the proving ground are always willing to hear

25 your thoughts and comments on the di sposal process and
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re-use process, but the key here is that the ultimte
decision on the re-use is going to be made in Washi ngton; so
it's very inportant that we know what your coments and
concerns are and that you take advantage, either of this
meeting tonight or take advantage of putting your comments

in witing and sending themin to us and | assure you that

all coments will receive consideration.
Again, | would like to welconme you to this
evening's hearing and, at this time, | would like to

i ntroduce M. Jim Davidson of the U S. Arnmy Materiel
Command and Jimwi ||l conduct the proceedings for the

remai nder of the evening. Thank you very much.

MR. JI M DAVI DSON: Good evening. It's a pleasure

to be here tonight to conduct this hearing. As Col one
Weekly nmentioned, | work for the Arny Materiel Command. The
Materiel Comrand is the major Arnmy headquarters for the
Jefferson Proving Ground. We are based in Al exandri a,
Virginia. The Materiel Command is also the proponent for
the draft Environmental |npact Statenment on the disposal and
re-use of the Jefferson Proving G ound property, which is
the subject of tonight's hearing.

This is the agenda for tonight's hearing. Before
taki ng your conments, | want to explain the purpose of the
hearing and al so di scuss the process that we went through to

4
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produce the draft Environnmental |npact Statement. | will
al so briefly overview the organi zation and content of the
docunent. One administrative point before | get into this
presentation: If you intend to nake a verbal comrent
toni ght on the docunent, you need to sign in up at the smal
table just inside the door. Wat we're going to do is,
after | finish nmy presentation, we'll take your verba
comments. We ask you that you keep yourself to about five
(5) mnutes. W will take your comments in order that you
sign in on the sheet. So that’s what we’'re | ooking forward
to. Next chart, please, Paul

This chart identifies the purpose of the hearing
There are three (3) purposes basically. W are here to
Di scuss the process, here to discuss the content of the
Docunent, and nost inportantly we're here to listen to your
Comments on the docunent. Public |aw directs the closure of
Jefferson Proving Ground at the end of this comn ng
Septenber. After that date, the Arnmy can no |onger perform
an active mssion on the proving ground property. As a
result, we are considering options for disposal of the rea
property. The Nation Environmental Policy Act or NEPA,
for short, requires us to study environnental consequences
of major federal actions such as the closure of the proving
ground. The resulting NEPA study will serve as a decision

maki ng tool for property disposal decisions. Because of the
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conpl exity of the disposal action, the Arny is preparing an
Envi ronnmental | npact Statenent - the highest |evel of NEPA
anal ysis. This chart displays the key events in devel opi ng
an Environmental |npact Statenent. For your information,
starting in the upper left corner, the notice of intent for
this docunent occurred on Decenber 30, 1992. The initial
scoping neeting to scope - get public's input on what should
be reviewed in the docunent occurred on February 11, 1993.
The draft EIS - the subject of tonight's hearing - was first
made available to the public on March 31, 1995. The

hearing, of course, is tonight. The final Environnental

| npact Statenent, a docunment that will incorporate all your
written and verbal comments on the document will be
available in either late July or early August this sunmer.
Finally, the process concludes with what's called a ROD or
Record of Decision. We anticipate that this decision wll

be avail able at either the end of August or at the latest in

early Septenber, 1995

The primary purpose of an Environnmental |npact
Study is to analyze the potential for significant
envi ronnment al consequences of a proposed action and its

alternatives. Advance know edge of the significant inpacts

i nfl uences deci si on naki ng.

This chart displays the standard format for

Envi ronnmental | npact Statenents. Because the disposal of the
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proving ground is tied to a base closure action, a sunmary
of your comunity's re-use plan is appended to the study
docunent. There is a cross reference in Chapter Three of
the Arny's study which |inks your comunity's plan for
proposed use of the various study areas to the Arny's

eval uation of re-use scenari os.

The primary action addressed in this Environnenta
| npact Statenent is the disposal of the proving ground by
the Arny. There are three (3) alternatives under
consi deration: Number one is encunbered di sposal of the
property to new owners. By encunbered di sposal, | nean
there would be certain | and use restrictions inposed on the
new owners. The second alternative considered is
unencunber ed di sposal. That anal yzes the possibility for
renovi ng the encunbrances and finally, there is a third
alternative known as the no action alternative, which

anal yzes the consequences of the Arny retaining the proving
ground in a caretaker status.

Secondary to the disposal action is the re-use of
the proving ground by new owners. For re-use, we have
eval uated | ow, medium and high [ and use intensities
consistent with the general re-use proposals identified in
your community's re-use plan.

These next two charts identify the thirteen (13)

di fferent human and natural environnental resources studied
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in the Environnental |npact Statement. These resources are
described in detail in Chapter Four of the docunent. The
envi ronnment al consequences on each of the thirteen (13)
resources are evaluated in Chapter Five of the docunent.

This is the Arnmy's plan for concluding the
Envi ronnental . | npact Statenent process. The comments on the
draft docunent are due by May fifteenth (15th). The final
Envi ronmental |npact Statement will be available, as | said
alittle bit earlier, in either late July or early August.
This final docunent again will docunent all your verbal and
witten comments and the Arny's official response to each.
Finally, the Record of Decision, which will permt us to
proceed with di sposal of the property, will conme in either
| at e August or early Septenber.

Now it's tinme to hear fromyou. As | nentioned
earlier, you need to signin at the front table if you
intend to make a verbal statenent tonight. W ask that your
statenent be limted to five (5 mnutes. W will take your
conments in the order that you've signed in. The Army will
al so consider all witten comments as well. Either submt
these witten comments at the front table or mail themto
t he address shown on this slide. Your witten conments
shoul d be postmarked - excuse me, your mailed in coments
shoul d be postrmarked by May 15, 1995. A copy of the charts

that are being displayed tonight will acconpany the public
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hearing transcript, which will be included in the final

Envi ronnental | npact Statenent.

Finally, in closing, | want to assure you that al
of your verbal and witten comments will be addressed in the
public record and now | "Il start taking those verba

comments. The first person to sign inis M. Richard Hill.

MR. HI LL: Good evening. My name is Richard Hill.

| am President of Save The Valley, Incorporated, which is a
| ocal environnental organization and | would just like to
take the opportunity to express just a few of our concerns
toni ght regardi ng proposals that are in the draft EIS. One
of those has to do with continued nonitoring. One of our

mai n concerns involves the question of continuation of

monitoring for possible health and safety risks after the
Arny has disposed of JPG W feel it is essential that
areas be sanpled and tested on a regular basis in order to
measure mgration of any toxic substances. W do appreciate
the danger inherent in any major clean-up efforts due to

presence of UXO in areas North of the firing line.

Therefore, continuous nonitoring seens to be an acceptable

alternative, at least fromwhat we can tell at this tine.
This is of special concern in and around the depl eted

urani uminpact area due to the long lived radi oactive nature

of DU and its toxilogical - toxicological hazard as a netal.



1 we feel it is necessary to insure that migration of such

2 contami nants through the soils to ground and surface waters
3 is carefully nonitored. Also, the fact that Big Creek runs
4 right through the DP - the DU inpact area gives rise to a

5 nunber of possi ble nechanisns for migration of DU outside

6 the i medi ate i npact area. This is of particular concern to
7 peopl e outside the JPG borders who live on and otherw se use
8 this creek for purposes such as fishing, recreation - naybe
9 their livestock mght get in there; so, for these reasons,
10 we recommend sanpling not only of water and soil, but also
11 the biological inhabitants that could conceivably carry the
12 contam nants away fromthe i medi ate i npact area. W do

13 understand that there is to be a separate EIS for the DU

14 area and these concerns will be expressed during that

15 process al so; however, this present DEIS does address the

16 di sposal and re-use of the entire JPG and the current DEI S
17 also identifies depleted uraniumas an encunbrance to be

18 considered so we just wanted to address that tonight.

19 Anot her thing, the fish - wildlife refuge proposa

20 - just briefly - the preservation of JPGas a wildlife

21 refuge offers a unique opportunity for this part of the

22 country. By the very nature of past use, much of JPGis

23 actually unsuitable for other uses. There are currently no
24 other areas of this large scale available in Indiana for

25 protection of natural habitats. Such habitats are being | ost

10



1 every day and are beconming extrenely rare. We feel that

2 such an opportunity nmay never arise again on this scale in

3lndiana. | will not list here all the natural and historic

4 features that are worth preserving as these are quite

5 extensive, already very well known, and thoroughly described

6 in other docunments, including in the DEIS.

10
11

12

13

7 Al so, word on other proposed uses North of the
8 firing line - sone inpacts that night apply here. There is

9 nuch di scussi on of other uses other than the wildlife refuge

for areas North of the firing line. W nust express our

opposition to uses that would conpromise the integrity of

the wildlife refuge. We have al ready nentioned the uni que

nature of the area and fear that other uses in or near the

14 refuge would only interfere with the intent of habitat

15 preservation. We believe that there are anple areas of

16 opportunity for devel opment |ying outside JPG or South of

17 the firing line. There seens to be a nunber of devel opnent

18 minded persons wishing to turn lead or, in this case, UXO

19 riddled land into gold. It seens obvious that any future

20 use of even noderate intensity would require substantia

21 clean-up efforts to renove UXO. A direct quotation fromthe

22 DEIS states, due to historical practices at the JPG

23 unexpl oded ordnance may be found anywhere North of the

24 firing line. Additional UXO clean-up costs estimtes |isted

25 in the draft give figures as high as Ei ghty Seven Thousand

11
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plus Dol lars per acre in forested areas and over nearly
Fifty Nine Thousand Dollars per acre in bare land areas. |Is
this land really worth that nmuch? |Is there not other
uncont ami nated | and that could be had for considerably
less? It is true that these are high worst case figures.
There's other figures in there too; however, as we have al
of ten experienced, anything that can possibly go wong will
go wrong and actual costs often far exceed projected ones.

It is also true that devel opers would not directly pay these
cl ean-up costs; however, they are true costs, whether they

are paid by devel opers or by our tax dollars. Avery
credi bl e source of opinion comes fromseveral people that -

friends and nei ghbors and rel ati ves who have worked at JPG

for many years. | have lived in this area all of my life
and know a | ot of these people. Yes.

MR. DAVI DSON: M. HIl, are you about finished?

MR. HILL: Yes. I'msorry. |'m al nost done. At

many of the meetings concerning the closure as well as in

conversations with these people, many of them voiced their

judgment that devel opnent of areas North of the firing |ine
is not possible due to the presence of UXO and inability to
renove it safely and we agree with that. Thank you. You
were kind enough - | have a statenment from anot her person

too that's probably even shorten than that. Is that okay?

VR. DAVI DSON: That's fine. If you could read that

12
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D-a-t-t-i-1-0 and he's an attorney. He's our attorney in a |ot of cases
and he was doing some work on this for us. Anyway, he couldn't be here

t oni ght .

MR. HI LL: Yeah,

will.

MR. DAVI DSON: Do you have - are your conments al so

in witing?

MR, HI LL: Yes.

get finished.

MR. DAVIDSON:.' Certainly. If you could spell the
nanme of the next person you' re speaking in behalf of?

MR. HILL: Okay. The next person - he was supposed

to be here tonight.

told himl'd read

His name is Thomas Dattilo

it for him

Save The Valley and | ater on toni ght Hoosier

Envi ronmental Council will have expressed their concerns

concerning the JPG Environmental Statenent. However,

a mention of the EIS and its lack of specificity concerning

non- f ederal | andowners, private |andowners and their

custoners and soci al

ti me. Encunbered disposa

a plan to consider

friends need to be addressed at this

suggests the Army has fornmul ated

certai n encunbrances on certain owners

facing the condition of transfer. The Arnmy suggests it

be able to contro

t hese encunbrances and accordingly,

13

may

their

"Il give themto you as soon as

That's

He has an illness in the fanmily so he had a statenent here and
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environnmental inpacts. The Arny authorizes that mtigation
of inpacts would result in re-use of the JPG |and and be
beyond the control of their authority. The EI S suggests
measures that future owners could take, including exercise
of sound discretion, |and use planning, infrastructure
devel opnents. The suggested adherence to deed restrictions
and enforcing of zoning substantial decision regulations and
buil ding permts; however, the Arny, to our know edge, has
not approached Jefferson County zoning authorities regarding
proper classification and zoning of the |land South of the
firing line. Also, there is no nention in - that the Arny
has approached Ri pley and Jenni ngs Counties regarding their
conmprehensi ve zoning plans for the area North of the firing
line. How does - so how does proposed action analyzed in
the EIS concern itself properly with the disposal of the
entire facility? The EI S suggests that re-use of the
installation of future occupants is beyond the direct
control of the Arny. The Arnmy acknow edges that mtigation
of inpacts which result fromuse are beyond its control and
authority. This re-use, the Arny considers, indirect

i mpact. The Arny recogni zes CERCLA requires that al

federal property transfers specify any rel ease storage,

di sposal of hazardous materials at the site along with the
description of the circunstances and any response taken
Covenants are required for property transfers fromthe

14
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federal governnent to private, non-federal entities that

i nvol ve property which had been the site of storage,

rel ease, or disposal of hazardous materials. These
covenants nust warrant that necessary renedial action has
been taken and that if additional renediation is needed, it
wi |l be conducted by the federal governnment. What assurance
do the people of Jefferson, Ripley and Jenni ngs Counties
have that the federal governnent will remain in charge? The
encunbrances - sone encunmbrances are identified as UXO and

DU. After twenty-five years, the Arny suggests that the

outlined parcel intended for comunity devel opment woul d be
burdened with a reversionary clause favoring the Fish and

Wldlife Service. Wiy not just transfer the property North

of the firing line to the Fish and Wldlife Service so that
no major liability decisions need be faced by any
non-federal |andowner or by private individual |andowners

who receive title fromthe federal governnent?

The reversionary clause could have an effect on the

county's |l and use, decisions respecting devel oped parcels
and may be in conflict with the Fish and Wldlife Service's
reversionary interest. Discussions have occurred between
Save the Valley's attorney, Thomas Dattil o, and the
Jefferson County Zoning attorney and zoning officials that

suggests Jefferson County may consider pursuing zoning

15
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classification for that portion of JPG that exists within
Jefferson County. Jefferson and Ri pley Counties should, in
our opinion, do the sane and commence zoni ng regul ati ons and
requi rements for their county's portions of JPG Zoning
provi des for orderly and planned growth, but then accounting
must be done before transfer of any real estate parcels are
bet ween federal governnent and respective counties. I'm

al nost done.

The Fish and Wldlife Service and their rights and
interest in the JPG facility should al so be consi dered by
the zoning authorities of their respective counties. In
this manner, orderly and planned growth just m ght be
acconplished. It's a pity the governnment didn't think of
this significantly enough to direct the respective counties
to act in the county's best interest. Also, if parcels are
transferred to private | andowners and if zoning is not
acconpl i shed beforehand, the popul us surrounding JPG wil |
suf fer substantial problens; nost |ikely environnmental
hazar ds.

In conclusion, if the counties fail to zone JPG
future generations can have no assurance of any proper
Pl anned growmt h or any safety for the business invitees or
t he surroundi ng JPG popul us from unexpl oded ordnance and

depl eted uranium Thank you.

16
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MR DAVIDSON: The next speaker is Michael Weber.
Mr. Weber, if you could spell your name, please.

MR. WEBER: Sure. My name is Michael Weber

That's W-e-b-e-r. I'm the chief of the Logo Waste and
Decommissioning Projects Branch of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission of Rockville, Maryland. My comments tonight are
brief. We will submit more detailed comments in writing by

the deadline in the Federal Register notice. | certainly

want to express our appreciation for the opportunity to

10 participate in this process. We conducted a preliminary

11
12
13

14
15
16
17
18

19

20
21
22
23
24
25

review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and
that's the basis for the comments we provide tonight and
will provide in writing.

Asyou arewell are, the NRC has dso initiated the
scoping process with the intent to develop an Environmental
Impact Statement and our scoping meeting is tomorrow
evening. Our specific focus is on the Delta Impact Area
with the depleted uranium contamination. We are a

regulatory agency and we have the responsibility to insure

that the public is protected and the environment is
Protected from the activities associated with the Delta
Impact Areaand it's with that primary focus that we
structure our comments here tonight.
We bdlieve that the Army's Draft Environmental

Impact Statement is a good starting point because it lays

17
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out in a fairly conprehensive fashion the alternatives that
are available for disposing and re-using the property. Many
of our concerns, however, are aligned with the first
speaker's remarks about the | ong term concerns about the
potential migration of the depleted uraniumand that's
specifically one of the things that we woul d hope to address
in the devel opment of our Environnmental |nmpact Statenent.
On the disposal alternatives, the re-use alternatives and
the conparison of alternatives, one of our concerns with the
Draft Environmental |npact Statement is that there appears
to be sone inconsistencies and anbiguities and whet her
certain remedial actions are, in fact, included in the
alternatives or are they somehow bei ng conducted in parallel
with the inplenmentation of the different disposa
alternatives; and, to that extent, they may affect both the
negative and the positive inpacts that are associated with
different alternatives.So building on that, it nay sonehow
affect the conparison of the alternatives. W think that a
nore quantitative analysis would help in shedding Iight on
what are the inpacts and insuring that they are objectively
conpar ed

Al t hough we have no concerns with the Arnmy's
preferred alternative over all for the disposition of the
property, we do recognize that our Environnental | npact
Statenent will be getting into the Delta Inpact Area and

18



1 we'll be evaluating simlar things |like human health

2 environnentally, other inpacts associated with renediation
3 and disposition of that property.

4 | would be remiss if I did not point out that, at

5 least at one point in the Draft Environnental | npact

6 Statenment - Section 4.14.4 - there is a dose estinmate that
7 is projected to exceed NRC' s public dose linit if soneone

8 were to be exposed to the depleted uranium contanination. |
9 believe the value cited is a hundred and ten nilligram per
10 year. Assunming an individual were to live on the

11 contami nated property, that’'s over our hundred nilligram per

12 year dose criterian or dose limt intense of our 20.1301 and
13 that, at least in that specific instance, suggests there

14 may, in fact, be sone significant inpacts associated with
15 the different alternatives so | would suggest the Arny give
16 that consideration in finalizing the EI'S. Thank you

17

18 VR. DAVI DSON: The next speaker is Mark — excuse

19 me, Mke Marxen. Would you pl ease spell the name for the

20 reporter, please so that we can get it correct on the record?

21 VR, MARXEN: Good evening. My nane is M ke Marxen
22 - Ma-r-x-e-n and I"'mrepresenting the U S. Fish and
23 Wldlife Service. I"'mlocated in our regional office for

24 the Upper Mdwest Region up in Twin Cities, Mnnesota. The
25 U S. Fish and WIldlife Service continues to be interested in

19



protecting the natural resource values of the Jefferson
Provi ng Ground. Over the past two years, federal and state
bi ol ogi sts have conducted on-site investigations which have

reaffirmed our interest. Prelimnary findings show the

5 proving ground contains several high quality wetlands, woods

6
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and streams supporting healthy and diverse wildlife

popul ati ons. The | arge expanse of Eastern deci duous forest

habitat and its inherent biological diversity warrants

consideration as a national wldlife refuge.

The Fish and Wldlife Service biologists know good
habi tat when they see it, but until recently we have failed
to recogni ze the magni tude of problens associated with
unexpl oded ordnance hidden in this |andscape. In March of
this year, the Fish and Wldlife Service prepared and,
submitted to the Army an EPA - a draft refuge concept plan
This plan is nore detailed and represents a significant
departure fromthe 1993 prelimnary concept plan which
appears in Appendix C of the Arny's draft EIS. The plan in
Appendix Cis no longer valid. Therefore, it should be
wi t hdr awn.

The purpose of the draft concept plan is to
generate di scussion on details of safety, clean-up and
liability between the three primary agencies involved.
That's Fish and Wldlife Service, EPA and the Arny. The
i deas put forth so far by the Fish and Wldlife Service are

20



1 very prelimnary because several unresolved issues affect
2 the Arny, EPA and Fish and WIldlife Service. These issues

center around unexpl oded ordnance, associ ated cl ean-up

3

4 liability safety. You may have heard and read proposals for
5 refuge - public use such as deer hunting, fishing on old

6

Ti mbers Lake and a hundred thousand visits annually. | want
7 to enphasize that no decision has been nmade to allow or not
8 to allowthese activities or this level of activity. At
9 this time, we do not know what activities are conpatible
10 with unexpl oded ordnance. W do not know what areas are
11 safe for recreation or how nuch use woul d be considered
12 safe. These are very difficult questions. Sound recreation
13 deci si ons cannot be made until additional ordnance
14 information is collected and cl ean-up and safety deci sions
15 are made.
16 Public access on national wildlife refuges is
17 common. Qur early proposals for public access at JPG were
18 based on use figures at other refuges w thout unexpl oded
19 ordnance. Furthernore, our proposals assune that the safety
20 and liability concerns can be resolved. This is still the
21 case; however, it appears that the problens faced at JPG are

22 significant. The process of devel oping a public use plan

23 will take longer than anticipated and use may be nore

24 restricted than we originally anticipated because of the

25 unexpl oded ordnance

21




1 The Arny, EPA and Fish and wildlife have a | ot of
2 talking to do to work out solutions to the safety problens
3 at JPG If solutions can be found, then the refuge proposa
4 can nove forward. Many di scussions on these issues wll

5 take place over the coming nmonths and the Fish and wildlife
6 Service |ooks forward to hearing your conments through this
7 Draft EIS process. W understand and share your interest in

8 future recreation access to the property, but safety and

9 Iliability will have to be the guiding factors in the

10 decision to be made. Thank you
11

12 MR. DAVI DSON: Next speaker listed is a
13 representative fromRi pl ey County CARE. |'m gonna butcher

14 your nanme if | tried to pronounce it, so if you could please

15 cone forward and spell it for the reporter
16 MR. LAVBURGH: My nane is Charles Lawburgh and CARE
17 stands for - it's that - we have a problemw th trash

18 disposal in our county and | was - we were hoping that maybe
19 with the JPG there would be an opening; but it seens |ike
20 everybody is concerned about the unexpl oded ordnance and

21 there is - I'mbeen alert - been aware that right now the

22 Arnmy has some contractors in there cleaning up three hundred
23 (300) acres and they gonna try to find out whether these

24 contractors can clean that up and possibly there could be a

25 breakt hrough in that. They night be able to clean that
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pl ace up, but then the - oh, the Wldlife - the Fish and

wildlife are really wanting that and we can take a | esson
from what the governnent has been doing with the farnmers and
the different organizations about this wetlands. Wat
they're doing - they're swapping property here that's
supposed to be wetlands for property over here and they can
go ahead and use that property and ny one solution to that
woul d be that we have - we have plenty of deer. W have

pl enty of turkey. We have plenty of wildlife and we have a
vari ety of parks and recreation centers around the country

here and if they - to get rid of this problemw th the UXO

why not let Fish and wildlife swap with sone of that

property that doesn't have UXO on it for some of this - for

this - oh, Jefferson Proving Gound. | nean, that's what
they're doing with the public outside - the farnmers and
folks like that are getting that problem so there's a -
there's a lot of - |like you say, there's a |lot of property
around that is being used for fish and wildlife and gane
reserves and things like that and we could go ahead and use
that land in exchange for some of this land that really

bel ongs to the three counties. | don't know howthis is
going to work out, but that is something I'm putting forth
and it should be - | think it should be | ooked into because
Lord knows we've got plenty of deer. W' ve got plenty of

turkeys and we don't need all that extra right now. The
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State and the Covernor are trying to figure out howto

control the wildlife and

things like that because people are

getting killed. People are getting their cars tore up and

- I"mwondering why the insurance conpanies aren't raising a

|l ot nmore cain than they are over that situation and

personally I've had - be
me in the back. |'ve had

so | don't think we need

driving along and |'ve had deer hit
deer run across in front of it and

any extra breeding ground for deer

sol - and | would like to see if there could be - maybe

| ater on there could be sone breakthrough on cl eaning that

up. This proving ground would be really - a really good

pl ace for the public if

it could be brought forth, but if

not, | would say they go ahead and swap the |and. Well,

t hank you.

VR. DAVI DSON:

pl ease?

MR. LAVBBURGH

Coul d you spell your |ast nane,

L-a-wb-u-r-g-h. That's like

Edi nboro - instead of Lawburgh - instead of Edinboro.

MR. DAVI DSON:
MR. LAVBBURGH

MR.  DAVI DSON:

Thank you.
You' re wel cone.

The next person offering to speak is

a representative from Hoosier Environmental Council. If

they could cone forward

VR. MALONEY:

at this tine.

My name is Tim Mal oney. That's
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M a-1-0-n-e-y. I'mrepresenting the Hoosier Environnenta
Counci | tonight. Hoosier Environnental Council is a
statewi de not-for-profit environnental organization and
tonight we're submtting our prelimnary comments on the
Environnmental |npact Statenment. we will submt nore
detailed coments in witing prior to the end of the coment
peri od.

Tonight | would like to just go over sone of our
general concerns. First of all, we have serious
reservations about the format of the Environnental |npact
Statenment in the terns of it being a very generic anal ysis,
of categories of uses when there are specific, reasonably
foreseeabl e re-use plans are known at this tinme and shoul d
have been anal yzed in nore detail during this process. It
is the intent of the National Environnental Policy Act and
its guidance of environnmental inpact statements that these
be as detailed and informationally conplete as possible in
order to fully disclose all the considerations and issues
that are part of the decision making process and to all ow
t he deci sion nmakers and the public to be conpletely inforned
about the process. NEPA is not just a law that requires
Procedure for procedure sake. It's a lawthat, if
i mpl emented properly, is intended to | ead to good deci si ons

and we don't think that the Environnental |npact Statenent

inits current format will do that. We are - there are
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others who feel the sane way and let nme read you a quote
fromthe US EPA Region Five's letter to the Corp of

Engi neers commenting on the Environmental |npact Statenent

for Fort Harrison, which used the sanme particular format and

I quote: we recommend in the strongest possible terms that
the use of the generic intensity |evel nethodol ogy be
di scontinued unless and until its validity, adequacy and
appropriateness is denonstrated to the satisfaction of the
US EPA and we woul d concur with that conclusion. Let ne
al so quote here the NEPA regulations in their description of
what's required in an Environnental |npact Statenent. In
t he di scussion of the alternatives section, which is called
the heart of the Environmental |npact Statenent, this part
of the EIS should sharply define the i ssues and provide a
clear basis for choice anpbng options by the decision nmaker

and the public and in this section agencies shall rigorously

explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives
and for alternatives which were elimnated from detail ed
study briefly discuss the reasons for their having been

el i minated and devote substantial treatment to each
alternative considered in detail, including the proposed
action so that reviewers may evaluate their conparative

nerits. That is what we need to have from an Envi ronnent al
I npact Statement to lead to the purpose of NEPA, which is

good deci si on maki ng.
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We feel that the docunent is inconplete inits

descriptions and consideration of the environnent -

environnental values that relate to Jefferson Proving

Ground; particularly its regional biological significance of

the habitats and wildlife that are found there and the

effects if this habitat is lost that there needs to be a
nore conpl ete discussion of the econom c issues that | ooks

nmore at the regional econom c picture, including the

availability of land throughout the region for private

10 devel opnment and the nore conpl ete discussion and anal ysis of

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

the inpacts of specific re-use options which are pretty well

known and have been di scussed now for several years through
the work of the Regional Devel opment Board and this would
i nclude the environnental and econom ¢ inpacts of
agri-busi ness devel opment in the northern end of the proving
ground, the inpacts of developnent and suitability of the
land for citing a solid waste landfill and other industria
devel opnents and a nmore conpl ete devel opment anal ysis as was
mentioned earlier of the long term environnenta
consi derations there such as the depl eted uranium and the
UXO and the need for continued nonitoring of potentia
environnental threats and in terns of ground water and
surface water nonitoring.

We believe that contrary to the assertion of the

ElI'S that the disposal decision is intinmately related to the

27



1 re-use decision since the Arny's decision on transfer of the
2 property of the Fish and Wldlife Service and its deci sion

3 already made to surplus certain parts of the property are

4 going to - being made as part of the disposal decision

5 itself.

6 And finally to conclude, we would say that if the
7Environmental |npact Statenent does go back and neet the

8 spirit and intent of NEPA in conpletely analyzing all the

9 considerations that are involved with the di sposal and

10 re-use of JPG that a good decision and a good outcone is

11 much nmore |ikely and we believe that decision and concl usion
12 woul d be that the - all of the lands North of the firing

13 line should becone a National WIdlife Refuge. Thank you.

14

15 MR. DAVIDSON: |s there anyone else in the audi ence
16 who is interested in making a verbal conment tonight?

17 Pl ease cone forward. G ve your nane and spell it for the

18 reporter, please.

19 DR. EID: My nanme is Bobby Eid - E-i-d, and |I'm
20 with the US Nucl ear Regul atory Comm ssion Division of waste
21 Managenent. | would like to add some nore comrents on the

22 EIS. The first coment | would like to have is to bring

23 attention of the authors to consider the environnmenta

24 nonitoring and characterization (inaudible). As you know,

25 the U. S. Arny conducted for the last ten (10) years or

28



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

el even (11) years environnental nonitoring and anal ysis of
sanples related to soil, ground water and surface water; and
my suggestion if this analysis - data is anal yzed and
conclude the analysis and the results are (inaudible)
included in order to assist potential contam nation of the
enviromental nedia - potential transport of contani nant,
this would be a great inprovenent to the EI'S. The ot her
comment | would like to have is related to the UXO

contam nation and the cost of renediation. It is mentioned

sonehow in the EI'S about - sonme nunber of the cost of UXO s
and fromthe point of view of the DU - depleted urani um on
the site, the major issue is the presence of the UXO al ong
with the DU and this is one of the major obstacles actually
in the clean up of the DU. In the environnental inpact
anal ysis, typically one could analyze the risk and the cost
in terms of the clean up of the UXO s and then the clean up
of the DU s. If this could be (inaudible) with sone figures
and anal ysis and sonme data based on the U. S. Arny's
experience and even if this report which is quoted, the EI' S
could be explained to the public in order to show what kind
of cost and benefits related to the risk that could be
sustai ned from having the DU and the UXO together not to be
cleaned up to be left on site.

Anot her point | would Iike to make is related to

the risk and cost inpact analysis. | would like to
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congratul ate those who prepared the EIS. It is very wel

prepared to comment and | adm re those people who prepared

it; however, it lacks specificity. It lacks details. It

| acks sonme kind of quantitative approach in order for the

public to understand what are the issues and, in order to

sel ect the choices - in other words to sel ect choice x or

choice y based on risk, based on cost and based on
benefits. Unfortunately, this is actually a disquantitative

approach is lacking in the EI'S; so ny suggestion that if
there can be sonme nore quantitative approach related to the
ri sk and cost inpact analysis, how nmuch is the risk related
to the DUin terns of the dose to the public, dose to the

workers and the risk fromthe clean up in terns of nunber
and then the cost and then what are the obstacles fromthe
clean up so it would be nore clear than this is the best we

can have considering the cost and the risk

As far as | know, the U S. Arny contracted -
contracted to conduct those at risk analysis for JPG
al t hough those inpact analysis - they are prelimnary and
they are based on rough estimates; still they can be refined

and they can be included in nore detail in the EIS.

The other point | would like to make, the EI'S does not discuss

in detail aspects of nmitigation and nitigation i-technol ogies,. Maybe one ja

of the obstacles is to find the appropriate technology in order to clean

the UXO s and the
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DU. This is not spelled out in detail inthe EIS; so the U
S. Arny is aware of nilitary technol ogy and could al so be a
peek of industrial technology if it can be used for clean up
of the UXO s and subsequently clean up of the DU . So
woul d like to see nore discussion of these technologies in
addition to mitigation technol ogies that possibly can be
used and some cost estimates al so could be provided.

Anot her inportant issue which is the - Mke has
touched on but | would like to add nore, which is the

potential for transport of contam nants. This is very

i mportant issue and, based on the EIS - for exanple in

Section 4.15, it does not refer to any analysis of the
environnmental nmedia. Al that we know is that (inaudible)

has been generated on that; so, in addition, wuld |like to know -

to say clearly whether there is contamination or

there is no contani nati on based on accurate analysis and then

subsequent if there is a need for renediation/ | think that is

the cost of such renediati on would be cunbersome to do it.
MR DAVI DSON: Your five mnutes have
passed.

DR. EID. So are you just - you know, one - two | ast
points | would like to nmake if you could allow ne. So therefore,
would like to - if you can address nore, it does not al so describe
what ki nd of contam nation in the environnment (inaudible) in

surface water or ground wat er .
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Assume even if there is |ow contanmination in surface water
and ground water, we need to make prediction of what is the
potential transport in the future based on nudling of the

contam nant transport in this (inaudible)l and. as vou know.

D there are sonme nudling approaches you can - and then you can
6 support your assunption that there will be no contam nation

; in the future near the boundary at |east of the DU inpact

8 area.
9 I would like to - last comments | would |like to
10 make because of the lack of tine is the | and use

11 restriction, institution and control. It is good if the

12 EIS considered assuning that the institution control failed

13 because of any reason - because of mistakes, because of any ;Tg
14 reason - it is good to nake sone sort of assessment in such =
15 kind of failure or (inaudible) in the institution of control 3

16 system What kind of inpact to the property could be faced

17 and also, after renoval of the - when there is no

18 institution of control after a hundred years - a thousand

19 years, what kind of inpasse could take place?

20 The last point | would like to nmake is the under the

21 encunber ed di sposal option, the EIS relies on | and use

22 restriction and the linmted use of the property for the 14

23 safety of the public. So - describing the proposed controls

24 in greater detail could be nore advantageous - could really

25 add nore to the inprovenent of the EIS - if can be nore - a

32




1 petter description of the Kind of controls that can be

managed on the site. | thank you

MR. DAVI DSON: Thank you. All right.

2

3

4 there is no nore interest in making verbal comrents

5 tonight. That brings the hearing to a conclusion then. |

6 want to assure you again that each of these verbal comrents
7 tonight, as well as all witten comments, will be docunented

8 in the Final |npact Statenment along with an official Arny
9 response to each. | thank you for your tine. It's been a

10 pleasure to be here.

11

CONCLUSI ON OF MEETI NC

13

14

15 STATE COF | NDI ANA
16 COUNTY OF JEFFERSON )
17
18
19
0

I, Lois Jackson, do hereby certify that | ama
Notary Public in and for the County of Jefferson, State of
I ndi ana, duly authorized and qualified to adm ni ster oaths:
2 That the foregoing neeting was taken by ne in shorthand and
21 on a tape recorder on April 25, 1995, at the Salvation Arny
22 Bui | di ng, 323 East Main Street, Mudison, |ndiana.
23 | further certify that I am neither of counsel nor

24 attorney at any party in said matter nor interested in the

25 event of this neeting
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L, WTNESS nmy hand and Not ari al Se.al this 4th day 'of

LO S JACKSON, NOTARY PUBLIC
My Conmi ssi on Expires:
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Disposal and Reuse
of the
Jefferson Proving Ground

orG)

Madison, Indiana

e oo Sradde
LLE A s Marerae! Commanmd

+ Welcome and fnrroduction
+ Purpose of public hearing

+ Ohverview of the BRAC and NEPA
requirement for PG

+ Overview of che EIS
+ Comment period
+ Closing remarks




POSE OF HEARING
e

+ Describe the role of the Narional
Environmensal Policy Ace (NEFPA) in the Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process

+ Provide an overview of the Dt
Environmental fmpace Searemenr (THES)

+ Provide an opporrunity for public comment
on the DEJS

_ROLE OF NEPA IN BRAC
/ @" >
+ PO ualfl cfose by Seprember 30, 1995 a5 required by

the Defense Auchorizarion Amendments and the
BRAC Commission

+ The real properey will become excess to DOD peeds
and be disposed theresfrer

+ NEPA requires char all major federal acrions {including

praperty-disposall muste consider conseguences o che
narural & fuman enviconment prior to aking acrion

+ This Ef5 will serve 85 8 decision making rool in
determining Aow the properey will be disposed




Cammant Respansa
Wﬂ'ﬂ Prepans Fnatgrs || T ES
Camment (45 days) e —————
Fublc Heanng L
Dmm Reco of Devision
e ———|

+ Analyzes porenrial for significant impaces o
fusman and natural environment from
impdemenrarion of proposed scrion and
alrernatives

+ [dentifies unknowns and pncertainties
associared with the environmental fssues

+ Provides sarly and broad input to decision
malkers




* Scoping Meering held Febrvary: 11, 1997

+ Individuals and ocganizations participated by:

*
*
&+
+
*

+*

Amending public scoping meering and providing
COofments

Swbmitting written comments to the U5, Army
Marerie! Command

AT OFEIS

Chapeer 1.0 Purpose, Need, and Scope
Chapeer 240 Proposed Action

Chapter 30 Alternatives

Chapter 4.0 Affecred Environment

Chaprer 3.0 Environmental & Socioecononmic
Consequences

Chaprer 6.0 Lisr of Preparers

+ Chaprer 7.0 Distribution Lise
# (Chapter 5.0 References




+ The Disposal of excess federal property made
available by the closure of JPG, consisting of
fand and buildings

+ There are 3 afrernarives for disposal:
- Encumbered [Nsposal

- Unencumbered [isposal
- Caretaker Scarus (No-Action)

Centnued, .,

# Secondary and subseguent ro the disposal
acrion s reuse of che properry.
+ Three levels of reuse activiey have been
anafyzed:
~ High Incensity (farge office complex, lighr induserial,
mulri-dwelfing residencial. )

- Medivm Inrensity {offices, single familyv residential,
community fecilities...}

- Low fnrensicy {Wildlife preservesopen spacel




+ fand [se
+ Socioeconomics & Communine Facifities
+ Public Health & Satetr
+ Ulrilities and Solid Wasre
+ Visual Resources
+ Culriral Resources
+ Traftic & Transporracion
Continued. ..

OURCES STUDIED

* Air { dralicy

+ Geology, Soils, & Topography
+ Biological Resources
+ Water Resources

+ Hazardous Marerials & Wasres




N TO BE MADE

* How best to proceed with the Proposed Aection
The disposal of excess property ot JPCG orilizing
one of the following ritle rransfer methods:

— Encumbered rransfer of prapecty fitle
- Unencumbered transfer of properey title

ar

Flace JP(F into Caretaker Seatus (No-Action)

SED SCHEDULE

+ Comment period ends - May 15, 1995
+ Final ETS availabie - Lare Jolv/Earfy A ugusr

+ Record of Decision available - Lare
Awgust/Eacly Seprember 1995

+ Froceed with disposal - Not earlier than
September 30, 1995




TIVE POINT

+ Please register to make verbal comments ar this
meeting

+ Written comments will ke accepred rodav or
by mail (post marked by May 15, 1995) ar the
Follovving address:

N, Jarreew {bauedion
MO A Armme WarerssS £ rmemand
AU Eeaalimier A igmad
AAdinrsdny, Vegrmo STTALAN
+ A copy of this presentation will accompany the

pubdic hearing transcripe in the Final EXS

Al comments, wherher written or verbal,
will be given the same consideration
aimd will ke addressed

in the public record.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICF
Bishop Henry Whipple Federal Building
| Federal Dnwve
Fort Snelling, MN 55111-4056

BAY 15 1985

r. James Davedssn
adguarters
3. Materiel Command
T30S Eisenhowsr AvInue
Virganaa 22233-0001

Texr Mr. Dav.dson:

< -5 Fieh and W:ldiite Service !Service! has reviewed the Drdalt
freircnmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Jisposal And Reuse of
It

S zhe
eiferscn Proving Ground :JPG! in Madiscn, Indiana, dated February 183

General Commente:

The Sarvice generally supports the encumbered disposal alternactive as many of
cne potential land use restrictions are consistent with the establishment and
mazagement of 4 national wildlife refuge. However, as a Federal agency that
has expressed formal interest in transfer and managcment cf approximately
47.000 acres of the JPG, we have geveral concerns with contamination
‘aexploded ordnance (UXO), and other hazardoue materials and harardous
wastesd) of the property and the extent of future clean up activicies.

The Encumbered AlCermative implies limited or no ¢lean up accivities, while
#ha Unencumbered AlLerpative implies full clean up. Contamination studies for
the proposad national wildlife refuge lands (study Area 1), north of the
firing lins, have been defercred (pages 2-5) Or have not been cowplecsd as in
the case of UXO. Because of the lack of information on the extent and type of

sontaminariaon on lands north of cthe firing line. the Service, while supporting

he En-umberad Alternative, is not agreeing that clean up will be limited ur

WiL@CeSSAXY .
Ciwan up _and Rgmediation

Theve iz confusion regarding the isaue ot clean up and remediation within this
ent. Thae DEIS states that the decisions regarding clean up aud
romed-atisn are aaparate from this Snvironmental Impact Statement (EIS)
Section 1.4.7) However, the alternative aralysis claarly iocks ar clean .p
basisz for =re actiorn and no astion altermatives Please expiain if -ha
ien to c.ear un 1s separate from chis 8.$ process and if it s, provias
ieatior for thar decision. Furthermore. since c.ean up weulld zonstitite
y saderal acrion, what Nationma. Envirormental Protectizn Act (NEPA:
s would cover such actiosn?




s Zames Zav.dsen <.
iT CCnUeInS e2£Q W 2o LY The gublic as
infecrrat-cn should e vzovaded L Lie EIS
cp-ions. whe .3 sfesgonsidiz, lundiio
nsfar. and cthe Ti<e’toud ol reeeiv..s

5 _years. Ail oI che

2 inciuding the ns actios 3

=_ear up activities will have a major lipalt
~% -=a property as well as, restrict future

<
s2 fac-ors shcu.d ze
_termative. Future

1

sederal +o Pedara' Transfaer

use 5f che natisnal wildlife refuge proposal, a majs> povtior of JPG ia
csed as a Federal tc Federal transfer of land where transfer 1s by
diczion not by desd. The DEIS 18 deficient ir explaining siruarions ard
mhr3=cas that would be different under the Federal te Federal cransfer.
e Firnal ETS., providae information tc clarify the Federal to Federal

sfer in appropriate locations throughout tha document inc.auding the
_scussion on cncumbrancec, pages 3-2 and 3-3, refevences to Enviranmaental
Srotection Act certification and the diccuecion on hazardoue waste in eecrion
5.4.14

o) ic L afet

suder che Encumberod Alternative, the Aaxmy has determined that most UXC clean
up norcth of the firing lipne is not financially or technically feasible. This
beiny :he cawe, ~e beliwve that the responsibility for public safety related
ro UXO should rewaisn with the Armyv under the Encumbered Disposal Aitermative.
The Service is unwilling to assume responsibility for public safety given the
unknown/unfamiliar nature of the hazards caused by UXO or any other hazardous
substances either known or unknown. Clearly, the Army ahould recain full
liability and responsibilicy for all prior military use. The Encumbered
Alternative will require an ongoing need for site security to protect public
health and safety. The hazard of UXO, as well as the n2ed to maincain sice
security, should be stated in the Consequences Szction.

ttnder the Encumbered Alternative, the transfer of land may be delayed due to
hazardous waste ar UXO remediation reguirements. During this time, it is not
~lear if the Avmv will maintain site security and safety as mentioned under
~he caretaker alternative. DPlaase clarify under appropriate sections.

Spacific Comments:

End, ed cias

zageian 1.5.2, page 1-8, clearly and accurately outliines the Sectacn 7
sonsul on procese mnder the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended
(ESA) . Pigure 2-3 on page 2-4 1ndicates that Secticn 7 ccasultaticn was

asmplezed i July 1994. Section 2.2.5, page 2-6, implies that the documeat
w-asferson Proving Grournd Figh and Wildiife Management Plan, September 19947
1934 comstivtutes -he completion cf formal consuitact:ion under Sectica 7
of =he ESA. Jo dazs, no Section 7 corsuitation has occurred concerning the
dissesal and reuss of JPG and the Pinal EIS shou.d clearly indicate thatc
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sreti e Tf the hab: <334 for ke Tn

Mycri3 scdalis are

and recge <

< ¥ n
Lnse s nacezszary fc

i red under Sectaon 7 of the EIA I
rh= B b3

PS5 as Tegul £ tno3c
fes -annsT Te meT Dlease ConTact loomingczen. Indiana Field Cfficc
aze consil-ation. o cr or endangered spscies at tn2
_te Leccmes available or & i ane are changed s:gnifizantly, please
sontact our cffice for furthe i

Executive QJIders

1.5.2 failis to address Two Executive srders :“hat atre relevant Lo the

ore aud reuse cf JPG: Executive Order 11938 - F.codplain Management and
Tve Order 11990 - yrotection of Werla=ds. The rFinal EIS should inelude
-ussicn of compliance of the disposal alt2rnat:ves wich these Executive
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Encumbrances

Secciom 3.3.4 Lists and Section 4 15 defines rhe nine encumbrances propased
£5r the preferred alternative of disposal. If the Army intends to _"ncovporate

cwe habitat protecticn measurss f£or the indiana ba: discussed in ~he preceding
Sndargarad Species COmMmEnts, 3 Tenth encurmbzance, Endangered Spezies. should
he a3ddad and de%ined. The "Reversionarv Clauses" encumbzrance oniv reflects a
portion of the negotiatad restrictive covenants. A majszr portion of Study )
Arca S cacnot be developed due to its proximity to 0ld Timbers Lake and no
disturbanee of any kind may occur, in all Study Areas except 2, prier te
development, are just two examples. The Reverzionary Clauge encumbrance
iscussion should bc exoanded in the Pinal EIS to indicate that eseveral othex

discussion should bec cxoanded in the Finas 2:° A8 S osso S mtm it =

restrictions have been established. Thosc changes ckould then be reflected

throughout the document in pertinent Sections such as 2.4.1 and 5.4.12.

tindcr the UXO ancumbrance, the DEIS indicates that restrictive covenantsg 1in
cransfer dccuments aay prohibit terrain Jdisruptive activities. It is our
understanding thact the Army/Department of Defense safety policy would aleo
restrict recrealional activities particularly in high hazard areas. Provide
further discussion on Army sufely policy on UXO and how it would affect future

rausd at JPG;

AQuUALLS Refourcs

The discussion of aquatic resources on page 4-3y indicates that Appendix F
ST

eontains a speciss list of mussels found in Octer Creek. Howeveyr, that 14
13 ror includad in the DEIS.

i3 ia 4 wWa aAsOUYCE

-n Saction 5.4.12 and 5.4.13 and 1n taple $-2b it 1s stated that under the
zr.cumbered Alzernazive all indirect impa=ts will be beneficia. It is not
wnowr. whav wrvironmental impacts there could be by leaving ths major:ty of UXC

-n plLace. 7o claim beneficia. impacts is mislieadiag. We suggest -he documen:
pe changed IS ¢ impact or UnANOWT 1mpact. Preliminary biological surveys
indicate that the preserce of JXO has nct had a nagative impact on zerrestrial

e
@
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- ss~~iazad w-th crovide 2xcei.ent nadiract
< ird species i1ncluding the Crasstoprer szarrcw and ke Tedara.

< ow s sparrow. In addition. hurdveds of acrez cf ‘crestec

izhin Studv Area Z.

Parze 2-15S Pleass =larify who determined the archeolog:ical sites Tnalign
fcr -me Nat:iona. RaJas3ter: cthe contract archaclogiec- ~he Army, cr the St
H.s-orica. Preservazion Officer? If determinatisn was made by IJust the
contraczor and the Army, 1t is not definitive.

oLy
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ace

-+53. N Cultural Resource Managemernt Plan designed to integrate histeric
syvarion with "Army mission and programs” has limited utiiity once JPS
Tasses our -f Army -ontrol. Apparently, this purpcse derives from che
Menmozandum ¢f Agreement (MOA; and is, therefore, not amenable to change in the

Te1s.
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Page 3-15. The MOA might specify transfer of hiscoric preservation
responsibilicies to a succeeding Pederal agency (i.e., Servicte). Dul Cthe
Service 1s not required to accept whactever responsibilities the Army wants .o
pass on. Only the signacory parties to the MOA are bound to its -erms.

®

Page S-7. _ihe MOA (reference page 4-i8; provides for “interim protectiom of
historic properties,” but not for preservation or maintenance of those
properties. Thus custodial stactus (the, no action alternative) could resul= in
direct adverse impact to standing structures (bridges, schoolhouse, lodge.
etc.) from insufficient maintenance.

$

Sumilative Impaces

page $-11, 5 A, states the UXO creates a "safe haven” for wildlife and plant
speciee. It should 3leo state that because of the zeed to maintain the
perimerer fence for mite security and the restrictions TXO may place on deer
hunting in certain areas, wildlife and plant species can become damaged by
high deer populations unlese they are controi.ed.

_ _ (:)

oistpabution Ligs

~te address listed or page 7-1 for the Eicomaington office of ~he Fish ard
wildirfe Service is incorrect, the correct address is:

A s =

Superviscr
7.5, Fazh and Wiidlife Service @

§29 South wWa.xer Streat
Bloomingtcr, Indiana 47404 .
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We make [ndiana a cleaner, healthier place to live

INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Evan Bayh 100 North Senate Aven e
Goversor P.O Bes 601§
Indianapeln, Indiana 452u6 8018
Kathy Prosser Teiaphone 317 237 8604
Commumioner H&Y 23 , 1998 Enviconmental Helpline | 800 4351 5347
Mr. James Davidson
U.S. Army Material Cormand .
ATTN: AMCSO | i
$001 Eisenhower Avenue o
Alexandria, Virginia 22333-001 i i

Dear Mr. Davidson:
Re: Review of the Draft Environmental
Irmpact Statement for Disposal and
Reuse of the Jefferson Proving
Ground, February 1995

SEECIFIC COMMENTS
Page 1-6, Section 1.5.2. l1st Bullet:
In a letter dated April 19, 1994, IDEM did not concur with che CERFA

- Report. IDEM staff do not agree that the environmental condition of the
facility has been adequately determined by the JPG CERFA Report.

Section 120(h) requires State concurrence of the CERFPA Report for real
property not on the National Priorities List (NPL). JPG is not anm NPL
site and therefore, the CERFA Report requires concurrence by IDEM.

Rage 2-5, Section 2.2.3. 1st Bullet:

Ic should be stated that IDEM and EPA staff have found inconsistencies
with the Army's analytical protocols that bring into question the
validity of the JPG RI data quality. The Army is conducting a data
validation effort. IDEM and EPA staff are reconsidering the usefulness
of this data and providing oversight for the validatioen process,

This paragraph states, °RI/PS activities north of the firing line have
been deferred pending more definitive land use planning.* IDEM sctaff
are deeply concerned with the failure of the BIS to address our
concerns north of the firing line. IDEM staff have commented on
numercus occasions of the need for an environmental investigation north
of the firing line. The Army needs to address concerns associated with
UXO north of the firing line which include the contamination of soil
and groundwater. Potential contaminants include heavy metals and
explosive residues from cracked and leaking shell cases. Additionally.
the extent of contamination posed by numerous solid and hazardous waste
maragement units north of the firing line has not been investigated.

An t'.qu-! Opporiunity Empl.yer
Prmied ~PRecrend Pazer
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¥r. James Davidson
Page 2
May 23, 1995

The State is the lead regulatory agency for non-NPL sites. Approval be:)
IDEM is alsc required,

With limiced security under Caretaker Status is the likelihood of (::)
increased poaching and trespassing a concezrn?
Page 2-10, Saction 2.4.1..20d Paxacxaphs

Analysis of potential environmental impacts is facilictated by dividing
the JPG into study areas. How can an environmental impact be
formulated for Study Area 1 (Wildlife Refuge) when there has been no
environmental investigation north of the firing line?

Page 3-31. Section 3.3.2. 2nd Bullar:

In the discussion of "Encumbered Areas", it needs to be specified that
continued monitoring of known problem areas is included in °"Remediation
Activities.® Although landfills aze mentioned, other problem areas
that need monitoring., such as the DU impact area, are not.

Page 4-13, Section 4.8.6. 2nd Paragraph:
The area south of the firing line potentially contains significant

amounts of UXO. The Army has not demonstrated that the southern (:)
portion of the facility is clear of UXO.

Page 4-17. Section 4.13.2. 1st Paragraph:

The Remedial Invest;gacxcn/?easibil1cx Study should be referred to as
the RI/FS South of che Firing Line. (::)

This section should include a description of RCRA closure activities
currentl ;n conducted at buildin 365 The approvea cIosurc Tan
1s dated May No closure wor een complete an
should be addressed in the DEIS.

It should be stated that IDEM and EPA have not concurred with the (::>
findings of the JPG CERFA Report.

*‘As of the close of 1994, the draft report was under review by State of
Indiana environmencal officials.® This statement is incorrect.




James Davidson
Page 3
May 33, 1995

n a letter dated Apr:l 19, 1994, IDEM did not concur with the CERFA ‘ﬂ’

I
Report, Nor were comnents ade atel addressed. Th a letter dated

anuary 17, < B reviewed the ! "s responses to IDEM's comments
on the draft CERFA Report. IDEM requested a meeting teo resolve
outstanding issues. To date, the Army has not responded to IDEM's
Januazry 17, 1995, comment letter.

pPage 4-40, Section 4 14,3, lst Paragraphi

n addition te a safety hazard, UXO can alse be an environmental hazard

I
with the ponibﬂity to contaminate soil, surface water and @

groundwater.

The data used for the various ratings and evaluations is not includod
For instance, the report mentions that the exposure dose for che DU

Irpact area would be 110 millirems per year, but does not provide the .

background daca, calculations, and assumptions that produced this
number.

who will be responsible for continued site and groundwater monitoring?

IDEM scaff believe this stu

environmentai investigation of the site and summarily ez's ugo: 5
environmental concerns to later, unspeci nvestigations. e Army
currently s no plans to conduct an eavironmental invest gation north
of the firing lins. There is a lack of pertinent daca concerning the l

extent of contamination posed by UXO and the solid and hazardous waste
management units locatad north of the firing line. e DEXS is
incohplete and leaves significant environmental concerns unaddressed.

Tnank you for the opportunity teo review the Draft Environmental l
x?:cczgglgex;\gm:. 1f you have any questions please contact me at
{317) -6425. . I

Sincerely.

QRjtely 1

John JY Manley Jr., Project Manager
Defense Environmental Restoration Program
QOffice of Environmental Response

JIIM: mg

ec: R. Osborn
K. Mason-Smith l
K. Quirk
p. Cloud




May 12, 1995

Jefferson Proving Ground
Local Redevelopment Authority
Jefferson County Courthouse
200 E. Main Street

Room 103

Madison, IN 47250

Mr. Jim Davidsomn

US Army Materiel Command

ATTN: AMCSO

5001 Risenhower Avenue
Alexandria, Virginia 22333-0001

Dear Mr. Davidson:

Yo start my comments, this DRAFT ENVIRONMENYAL IMPACT STATEMENT,
FEBRUARY 1995 =and the process by which 4t was prepared is
unsatisfactory, unacceptable and seeaingly does not meat the
requirements of Aray Regulation 200-2 and the National

Environmental Policy Act.

Attached are letters submitted by Dave Daghir Chairmsan of the
Jefferson Proving Ground Regional Developmant Board (JPGRDB) and
Bod Grews, Redevelopment Coordinator for the JPGRDB.

Mr. Daghir's March 15, 1994 letter to Mr. Paul Johnson indicated
concern about the preparatiom of the EIS and subsequently requested
coopearating agency status De provided to the JPGRDB per NEPA

guidelines.

Grewe's August 18, 1994 letter to Paul Johnson refers to Daghir's
March 15 letter. Grewe indicated that if trhe JPGRDB does not hear
from Nr. Johnson as to the cvoperating agency status request, the
JPGRDB will contact Mr. Ray Clark with the Council of Environmental
Quality for further guidance on how the community can participate

in the EIS process.




Because of a seemingly clear disinterest on the part of the Arwmy in
providing any leveli of community engagement into the EIS
preparation, no further correspondence was submitted.

After reading the Draft EIS it seems clear to me wiry the Army did
not want the community involved. This document does not address
reuse concerns or impacts, only disposal considerations and very
1ittle at that. Had the community known in advance the scope of
the EIS, we certainly would have indicated long before now our
concern over the matter.

Phat leads to another concern regarding the EIS process. Mr. Bob
Jameson held a “scoping meeting” in February of 1993. This scoping

neeting only resquested input from the public on reuse altermatives.
Beeting On y X the ne Y 1 has thes community been

At no time during the meeting Or $ince
informed as to the scope © e . ¥This process (scoping)

Jetermines ihe scope of issues to 2ddress in the EIS and identifies
the significant issues related to the proposed action. 7This is
taken from Army Reg. 200-2. Clearly this February 1993 scoping
meeting did not meet the necessary requirements and d4id not give
the community an opportunity to provide input and gain an
understanding of this E1§ format.

The following are comments from the Executive Swmmary section.

The introduction states the EIS will examine impacts resulting from
the disposal and reuse of the JPG.

However, the proposed action states that the proposed action
analyzed in this EIS is the *dispoeal” of the JPG and that reuse is
to be analyzed only as 3 secondary and cumulative impact of
disposal and further that reuse is a direct action of otherxr

federal, state and local and private entities. This is
unacceptable. The proposed action analyzed in the E1S should be

the cosmunity reuse pian.

Doee this proposed action of "disposal” and not reuse meet the NEPA @

quidelines?

the Draft claims the Army has identified three alternatives +to
disposal. They are as follows:

1. No Actiom

2. Encumbered disposal

3. Unencumbered disposal

Phe Army’'s preferred alternative being encumbered disposal.

9
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1f for some reason the Arm continues to use the alternatives in
Brepe b d rovided in great @

preparing the EIS, it must be made clear and p g .
detail as to what the en Tances are for individua arceis.
Ailso the datails of the encumbrances. General statements regarding
those ovutlined on pages 4-46 - 4-48 or unacceptable and cannot
provide the community an appreciation or understanding of the
impact of encumbrances on reuse of JPG property.

1t was my understanding that the preferred alternative to be @

coneidered within the £IS is the community's JPG reuse plan. Is
this not the directive given at previous meetings both the A
and OSD: Why is onliy the disposal action bein s

considered?
this consistent with NEPA guidelines?

Why bother to even mention the community reuse plan in the EIS if

it has no bearing on the cutcome of the Record of Decision( ROD )?

The community was informed at a recent Restoration Advisory Board
mesting that the ROD will state that the Army will decide to take

no action or dispose of the property with encumbrances or
unencumbered. If there is more to Army's decision-making that will

be included in the ROD, the community needs to know in great detail @
what that will be.

How can you state on page £S-3, 2nd paragraph under Environmental

and Socioceconomit Consequences that gquote "There will be no
significant impacts in connection with any of the three disposal
alternatives*? The sentence above you stated there would be 3
variety of short and long term adverse impacts. Removing 50,000
acres from a region's economy for perpetuity will have immeasurabie
environmental and socioeconosic impacts!

why does the foilowing paragraph 3 only address direct adverss
impacts of impact on parcels? Aren't positive impacts worthy of
being included in the Executive Summary?

The next paragrsph 4 states that the proposed action of disposal
would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts. Clearly
the di gsal of land with limitations will have a great impact i
terms of +the ell [ T n ctive in terms of

cogmunity/economic devaelopment. Once again it is imperative that
these encumbrances be addresse in detail.

Under the mitigation section it is interesting to note the phase "
compensate for adverse 1!;«31:#." in the first sentence. Will the

A consider compensating Jefferson, Jemnings and Ripley County
for lost development community/economic opportunity due to the

ST %o réuse nearly 50,000 acres
inability 1to Teuse nNearily 0,0 acres of 1land due UXO
contamination?

3




Caretaker as & word and activity needs to more clearly defined for
the purposes of this document. it is referenced throughout. This
document seems to indicate that caretaker services will be provided
after September 30, 1995 closure. JPG cffici1als have indicated to

the community that no caretaker will be provided after closure and @
no funds are provided or budgeted for these expenses.

pParagraph 3 under mitigation mentioned the counties’' redevelopment
authorities, this should be amended to reflect the creation of a
single development authoxity, the Jefferson Proving Ground Local
Redevelopment Authority (JPGLRA) .

®

in this same paragraph, what is the significance of identifying

buildings not having interdependent utilities systems? Is this
1dentification being coordinated with the JPGLRA?

The following are comments relating to the balance of the DRAFT
£1S.

Page 1-6

The commmi takes exception to the statement that the A has
TaKer an active role in providing local commumity 3ssistance.
Ciearfx tThe persons at 3% have been extreneix accommodating.
However the Army has not prov ed the community any level of
assistance. They indicated community invoivement in providing
caretakxer Services was illegal, which is surprising since other
communities are engaged in such activities. The Army did not
follow through on a commitment that the community would enter into
a cooperative sgreement for the reuse and marketing of JPG.
Finally the methods used by the Army to diminish the objectives and
goals of the community's reuse plan ares questionable.

Within paragrsph 1.5.1.4 the language used to discuss economic
dgvelopment conveyance should Teflect verbatim that used within the
interim Final Rule to avoid confusion and interpretation by readers

and evailuators.

Page 2-1

Once 3ga3in there is concerm omn the part of the commmity that reuse

is not being considered. Other concerns is why the Army is using .
multiple intensities for evaluation when they have the community
reuse plan for "the alternative”.

The community also has concern about the iack of detail describing
tha encumberences. TtThis lack o etail cannot allow or provide for

a full evaluation of the impact of the encumbered disposal
alternative.




Page 2-5

First paragraph references the Rl and comments received from the
State of Indiana and EPA. It is the understanding of the community
that the State of Indiana, Department of Envirommental Management
{IDEM) and EPA did not approve Or concur with the R and may in
fact have had significant disagreement regarding the content and
preparation of the RI. Should this be the case, such disagreement (:)
and comments should be noted and addressed in detail herein.

Also noted in this paragraph is that RI/FS activities north of the
tiring line have been deferred pending more definitive land use
planning. Thisg is unacceptable and has been since nothing was
noted in the EIS for closurs about the area north of the firing
line. This EIS cannot be c lete without detailed evaluation and
anaiysis of the threat UX0O and related miseion waste have baen (:)
fully evaluated. Figure 4-11a indicated a number of CERFA parcals
north of the firing line, yet no RI activities have been initiated.
Phe Mason-Hanger JPG Cleanup and ‘Reuse Opticns liste in great
detail the comstituents and byproducts of the various propellants
and explosives used at JPG and notes the potential for

contamination should such materials migrate. An R1/FS and ROD for
the area north of the firing must be ¢ lated to assure that the
community’'s health is not at Tisk and there is no need for more
definitive land use planning prior to initiating this activity.
Page 2-7

First paragraph shouid note the need to pressrve Or in many cases (:)
identify utility easements at JPG.

Page 2-8

First paragraph under state and local screening, the Army should
remember that Titie XXIX states that the EDC should be used only
when other federal disposal authorities for the "intended” land use
cannot be used to accomplish the necessary economic redevelopsent.

It would be important to note within the RIS what constitutes the
*Intended” 1and use. The community would charge that intended land (:7
ases are spelled out in the reuse plan. The Army to date however

in discussing their intentions with the community avoid the term
"intended” 1and use and instead aimply state that the EDC can be
used oniy when no other federal disposal mechanisa is available,
pericd. Intended land use should be identified and agresd upon by
+he communi 2% part of this EIS document. Without this agreed
upon identification, it gives the Army the ZIreedom to act without
regard of the communities land use interest and will provide cause

of zoning and land use probiems later.

rage 2-9
Paragraph 2.2.7. the JPGRDE was formed January 1993 not Septenber,c:)
1993.




Appendix B, copies of the community reuse plan and addendum are
poor quality. The JPGLRA can provide better guality copies to be
incorporated in the revised £1S.

The section on Caretaker Status is completely unacceprable. The
community has been told that not a gingle delliar is avaiiable for
caretaker services after September 30, 1995. This EIS must be
revised to reflect the fact that no carstaker services will be
Eroviaea or the Kggz must inform the community as to their plans
for a level of caretaker services. This inconsistency on this

important subject is unacceptable and makes the E1S unacceptable as

well.

Because of this inconsistency, the community cannot accept any of
the evaluation and analysis regarding the NO ACTION altermative
discussed within the DRAFT EIS .

rPage 3-1
3.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE is unacceptable. Please note the reasons
1isted above.

Page 3-2
3.2.2. until these encumbrances are defined in greater detail and @

identified as to which parcels they apply to thie section is
unacceptable. without such information it is impossible to

determine the impact of such a disposal action.

Page 3-9

TO] aragraph indicates that the A will £ind it necessa to
inplement carctaker actions for some period of time. This is l
unacceptable language if no such caretaker arrangement is
contemplated by the Army. \

Page 4-6

vable 4-2 on per capita income needs to address whether or not the @
dollars are current or constant (have they been adjusted for
inflation). This can have an impact on the summary statement about I
having a strong regional economy and healthy growth.

Page 4-10
4.2.2 Fire Protection section needs to define what constitutes a @
fire protection requirement. Also the fact that because JPG makes
up such a large portion of Monroe Township and limits the availabie
tax dollars and subsequent ability of Monroe Township to
effoctively fund a volunteer fire fighting service should be noted.
in the past JPG has provided fire fighting service for citizems of
Monroe Township.




Page 4-12
4.5.3 notes that the caretaker will be responsible for implementing

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. ln lignht of the community’'s
t no caretaker services wiii be rTovided, Who wi

understanding tha
be responsibie for implementing thisg stormwater pianv

4.5.5. should address and evaluate the need TO possibly retro-fit
electrical service across the installation and to buildings and

facilities to facilitate reuss.

Page 4-13

4.5.6. paragraph 2 notes that there is no reason to believe that
there is any unexploded ordnance in landfills south of the firing
iine. How can this statement be used without any data, evaluation

or analysis to back it up. This is completely unacceptable. The
risk of UXO in landfills south of the firing line is 3 very real
concern and its likelihood, Dbecause of the nature of the JPG

mission is great.

There is also reason to believe that UXO is likely to exists at
other areas south of the firing line. A complete investigation as
o the presence of UXO south of the firing line shouid be completed (30)

t
and Tm:;uaea as part of <this EI3 documentation.

paragraph S5 notes that ash from an incinerator was placed in
landfill at Engineers Road. Anelysis as to the composition and
potential hazardous nature of this ash should be addressed.

rage 4-36

4.13.2 indicates that no comprehensive groundwater monitoring
program exists at JPG. Such a program must be initiated at JPG to
ensure the migration of hazardous materials in gquickly identified -
to protect the health and safety and the commumity and for
remediation purposes.

Page 4-38

CERFA documentation is noted herein. It is the understanding of
the ¢ommunity that both IDEM and EPA did not concur with the CERFA
report. The comments and reasons for the nonconcurrence IDEM

and EPA should be noted within this section.

Page 4-40

4.14.3 should provide an analysis of the risks, dangers and hazards
2isociited with UXO, particularly the risk and migration of (a0
constituents materials off-site. Again, the Mason-Hangex Cleanup
and Reuse Oprions report gave humerous reasons for concern about
the presence of UXO in large concentration over extended periods of

time.




Plso, this section should note in detail the current situation
regarding the EPA rule-making process in order to determine it UXO

will be regulated under RCRA and/or CERCLA., A 4drait rule 15 to
ubiished October 1335 and 3 final rule October 1996. These

P
pending rules could have significant impact on the future

remediation of UXO at JPG.

Aiso note the first sentence indicated that UXO may be found in
specific places aouth of the firing line. Yet the preparers used
3 statement by Ken Quirk on page 4-13 that no UXO should be present

i7 Tandfiils south of the firing line.

page 4-42

A complete EIS on the depleted uranium at JPG has just started with

the pre-scoping meeting. How can the Army begin to consider making

a record of decision as to the dis sal of JPG when a consideration

so large as the risk to health and human safety posed by testing .

100,000 kil ams of depleted uranium has yet to be determined.
This 18 u.naccgtiSIe. The Army cannot contemplate any disposal
action until after the environmental impact of this past use of JPG
and potential risk to human health is evaluated and agreed on by

all concerned parties.

Even in the brief narrstive provided in the DRAFY EIS, no mention
is mads of potential migration of depleted uranium,

Page 4-47
Another discussion of depleted uranium that does not address
migration by air or ingestion by animals/people.

Page 4-48

Last paragraph discussed wetlands and the potential to impose
restrictive covenants to protect them. The DRAFT EIS shouid
address how wetlands wiil be identified and wh restrictivc
covenants might be necessary since federal legislation exists tha
providss protection 61 wetliands.

Page S5-1
Tfne No Action Alternative pisposal Alternatives are unacceptable.

Page 5-3
Pne No Action Altermative 18 unacceptable.

Page 5-4
5.3.3. should address the fact that No Action will not allow for
reuse and the creation of new jobs.




page 5-10

Throughout this section there is an overriding concern about the
fact that there has been no data collectionm, svaluation or analysis
of the area north of the firing line. We find it difficult to
comment on or to imagine how the Army can make a disposal decision
without the consideration of the long-term environmental

consequence of JBG's concentration ot UXO. We {feel such an

analysis 1s necessary to assure the community will nct be exposed
to long-term health risks.

Also under this section the encumbered alternative notes that
generally land use would not change. The Army has to come to terms
within the EIS that nearly 50,000 acres will be removed from a
regions economy forever. The impact of this loss is immeasurable.
The economic factors are senormous and will plague this rtegion
forever. Yat no where is this spelied out clearly in the EIS. For
the gemeral public, readsr, reviewers and decision-makers, this
needs to be clearly spelled out and addressad. The EIS should
clearl oint evaluate the long-term economic impact associated
with nearl . eing a vo and long-term i to the
region. It wi continue to increase iocal/regional commuter and

- Transportation cost due the size and location of facility. Without

addressing this issue in & manner that will be understood fully by
the general public this EIS document misses the entire
environmental issue that citizens sffected by the reuse and
disposal of JPG face.

5.4.2 first paragraph, last sentence needs to be explained in
greater detail as to what is being conveyed on the part of the
preparer. Of course remedial action would delay development, but
that is appropriate and reasonable to assure public heslth and
safety concerns are met. There is no reason for such a statement
to appear herein.

Page 5-13

The widdle of first aragraph indicated that considerable
investment Of Arwy resources would required to eliminate the
remedial action encumbrances. Who cares? The Army caused the nee

for Temediation and they should be held accountable. This sentence

i1s unnecessary and should be withdrawn.

Road crossings over streams is referenced several times throughout
the document. Details as to how surface water quality is effected
such use shoul e documented herein.

Page 5-14

(@8)
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First paragraph says cleanup of UXO would have adverse impact to
cublic health because of detonation of UXO as part of the cleanup.
Is the community to imply that they have been exposed to 2 public
health risk for 50 years while JPC has been in operation. This is
a significant statement and if accurate may be cause of a health
survey by the appropriate federal health agency. It also may open
the door to a variety of potential litigataon with claimg focused
on 50 years of federal government activity that threatened human
health.

Phis section should provide analysis as the risk to human health
for the UXO to stay and decay and its constituents components to
migrate into soiid and water.

5.4.5 states that costs associated with management of utilities
could frustrate econosmic developwent and have long term adverse
impacts on socioeconomic conditions. How can anyone make such a
statement. This statement must be removed from ths text.
Availability ot infrastructure is Xey to providing economic

deveiopment opportunities. JPG wutiiities provice positive
deveiopment factors.No une has said or proven that the community
cannot manage the JPG utilities.

Paga 5-18

5.4.14 third paragraph indicates that a remedial investigation is
oceurring in study area 1, the wildlife refuge area north of the
firing line. 1if this is 80O the community is not aware of2 this
activity and needs to informed.

Pags 5-31

5.6, fifth para h states the need for working together. This is
not the case. Development and reuse could take place by the
actions of individual counties.

Page 5-32

5.7 should provide data as to what income level cunstitutes low-
income populations.

Algso it is impossibie to make a statement that JPG does not create
an adverse health risk, when NO analysis north of firing line has
been initiated, no evaiuvation o the depleted uranium has been
completed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and the EPA and IDEM
have not concurred on any Army environmental documents to date.
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This concludes the comments of the Jefferson Proving Ground Local
Redevelopment Authority on the DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR REUSE AND DISPOSAL OF JPG.

Any gquestione regarding th:3 comments can be directed my office
812.273.5230 or Bob Grewe at 812.265.4763.

Sincerely,

[ N——
Wilmer E. Goering,
Attorney, Jefferson

v, indiana
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May 15, 1995 Hoosler=_=
Environmental
James Lavideon CDUHC"
U.S. Army Materiel Command
5001 Eisenhuwsr Ave.
Alexandria, VA 22333-0001

RB: Draft EBEnvironmental Impact Statement for Dispoaeal and
Reuse of Jerferson Proving Ground

Deax Mr. Davidaon:

Following are the comments of the Hoosier Enviconmental Council on
the DEIS for the disposal and reuse of Jefferson Proving Ground.

Porwmat of DEIS
HEC objects to the generic nature of the DEIS and belisves it is
not consistent with the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act that provide that an environmental impact atatement will

be a “detail statement” on the environwental effects and
alternatives to a proposed action. Instead, the DEIS analyzes
categories of actions such as encumbered or unen¢umbered disposal
and three levels of ruuse “intensity”.

These generic categories were used even though mors specific
disposal/reuse options Were well-known and likely to be the final
outcoma. In the DEIS the Army declares that the reascn for thae
generic nature of the reuse analysic is due to their limited
control over reuse activities once the Azmy gives up the land. Yst
in reality, one reuse option, the naticnal wildlife refuge, is
totally within the Army‘'s control according to the disposal
scrsaniny process set forth by statute.

Second, the Army has prematurely decided, prior to the conclusion
or the BIS process, that certain lands will not be included in the
wildlife refuge by making a surplue decision on these lands on
March 9, 1995, - the , and
months before the Record of Decision vill be completed. In fact,
for at least one of the reuse options, the dispoeal decision will
determine the reuse activity. Again, this is the wildlife refuge
option. HSecause of this and the other deficiencies of the DEIS,
the document will become what is specifically prohibited by the
NEPA requlations: an after-the-fact justification of a decision
already made (40 CFR 1502.2).

One of the purposes of an BIS is as a disclowure document: to
provide the most complete level of information to the decisionmaker
and the public 86 that a well-informed decision on proposed actions @
can be made. On this point the DEYS fails completely. Much more q
Information vas available toc the Army than appeared in the DBIS.

This information consisted of additional biological information




from the IDNK and the US FWS; from the economic atudies done for
the JPG KDB; and from information on the public Land and recreation
situation in Indiana provided by HEC. Had all this information
been fully presented in the DEIS, the Army and the public would
t.ave a much more informed analysis of the merits and drawbacks of
each pgoposed disposal/reuse option.

More discussion on these topics will occur in the following
vections of our comments. '

Alternatives

As noted above, the generic nature of the disposal and reuse
alternatives diminishes the effectiveness of the DELIS. This is a

particularly important deficiency of the DRIS given that s itic

and lixely reuse options wers available for analysis. These
optione include: (1) the national wildlife refuge:; (2) the JPG
Regional Development Board‘s plam and its components: agribusinese
parks, a solid waste landfill, road expansion, commercial
development, and the operating engineers training center. Each of
these alternatives wvill create site-specific environmental impacts
or benetits, specific economic impacts or considerations, and
social impacts. Despite the ecaistence of these khown reuse
outcomes, the DERIS contains very little discussion, analysis, or
comparison of them. This does hot at all qualify as the "rigerous
exploration and evaluation of all reascnable alternatives® required
by MEPA (40 CFR 1502.14).

Examples of site-s itic that have not been fully
considered are:

(1) the environmental acts of the various develo nt pr sals
for parts of JPG. These include the cts o agr siness-type
developomnt in northern end of JPG on water quality, vegetation,
wildlite, and soils; the impacts on soils, water, vegetation, air
quality, roads, and adjacent property values of a regional solid
waste landfill; the impacts of commercial development or heavy
equipment training on wetlands and vegetation; the impacte of road
reconstruction or widening on water quality, wvegetation, and
wildlife.

(2) the envisopmental and economic impacte of cleanup activities
related to the various redevelopment possibjlities. What level of
cleanup of UXO, for example, ie necessary for the developmmnt of an
agribusiness park, or a landfill.

3) the suitability of JPG lands for varicus reuse options
commercial developmsnt or a landfill. Is the land,
geological conditions or the presence of UXO or hazardous waste,
suitable for a particular development project.

issue

Affected Environmeunt

The discussion of the affected natural and socioc-economic
environmeul of the JPG region was extremely cursory, given the
availability of much more information on these subjects.




in particular, there was little discussion of the reqional
landscape from an ecological standpoint. Thie diecuseion should
have included more than just a deseription of existing public land
unite and a general outliine of surrounding land uses. Both the
reports from the (ONK and the U.S. Pish and Wildlife Service
described the importance of large and diverse naturali areas in the
luwer midwest, given that eo much land is in private hande and
develouped to sope extent.

No discussion occurs on the biological value or regional abundance
of the wetlande rescurce, mature hardwood forest, or high-quality
streams at JUPG. ‘these natural communities are all rare in the
lower midwest. ‘fhe size of the harduood forast at JPG is very
significaut regionally. Large intact forest is lucreasingly
recognized for its importance as successful habitat for forest-
dwelling wildlife including interior dependent migratory birds.

Indiana has & very limited public land base constituting about
three bpercent of the total land area in the state. Demand for
autdoor recrsation oppartunities is high, and geveral large urban
populatione are within one-day'e drive of southeastern Indiana.

The discussion of Geology on page 4-24 does not discuss the

cresence of karst features such as the caves which exist at JPG.

Barlier studies on JPG and the regional economy, including the
Mason and Hanger Report and the Hammer, Siler, George Associates
study contained much more information on the regional economic
circumstances and the relative inrortance ot JPG to regional socio-
aconemic conditions. Particularly important in their discussions
and to the outcome of the JPG disposal process ie the i{ssue of
demand for and availability of land. This single issue will be a
primary determinant of whether development of JPG produces the

predicted economic benefits (jobs created, etc.) yet it receives

virtually no discussion Ilu the DEXIS. As is noled in thease earlier
Teports, thexe 1s an -abundance of land” in the JPG region
avajlable for the t s of develcpment proposed by the RDB reuse
plan. Given the environmental, cost, and safety issues connected
wvith redevelopment of JPGC versus this development occurring on
lands outside the proving ground, the projected economic benefits
of JPG development are highly suspect. Yet this iscue is neglected
in the DEIS. The analysis that does occur on pages $5-22 and 5-23
is oversimplified and incomplete. Projecting that high intenaity
redevelopment of JPG would produce a 73% increase in jobs over the
present amplioyment level (page 5-23) for the entire region is
wildly speculative given all the ecunomic factors at work.

The affected environment at JPG includes the significant issues of

unexploded ordnance, hatardous waste, and deplcted uranium. The

NDEIS diascussion of these potential contaminants, their cleanup,

relietionship to development activities, and future monitoring of

environmental guality are extremely limited. There e no

{
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discussion of the controversy over the claseificatiun of unexploded
ordnance as a non-hazardous waste.

Eavironmental and Socio-Economic Copsequencaes

‘rhe@ charts and limited text that compare the impacts of generic
aiternatives does fot alliow the public to compare the meriteé of the
various specific reuse options that are likely to occur.
Specifically, impacts are reduced to three possibilities --
bsneficial, adverse, or significant adverde. This cursory analysis
ifalls to describe or compare the real severity and scale of the
impacly fzom Lhe various swuse options.

The compariesn of only three reuss "intensities” in thie section
inappropriately lumps together rcusc activitics that could have
very digsimilar impacts. ¥For example, residential development,
community parke, golf courses, and preserves are categorized all as
"low intensity” zeuses. Yet these activities can have
significantly disparate impacts, particularly on bielegical
resources. _We guestion the validity of using lend use planning

intensity standards to categorize and compare the environmentsl
impacts of various davelopment or preservation reuses.

Un page 5-27, the "Geology, Scils, and Topography" discussion of
high intensity direct impacts has no discussion of the effects of
agribueinese development in the northern parcels of JPG.

On page $-24, the "Bioclogical Resocurces” discussion of madium and
high intensity reuses is wholly inadequate, Wwith virtuall

iscussion af Lhe scale or significance of the effects of
development .in these areas. In particular, there 1is no
acknowledgement of the presence of high quality natural communities
that was documented by the IDNR Inventory of March 1993.

On page 5-31 in the “Mitigation™ section, the diecussion of adverse
impacts to biclogicel resources is virtually meaningless. These
impacots include more than degradation of surface watsrs or forced
ralocation. Again, the failure to address the regional
significance of JPG or tha impacts of habitat loss and

fragmentation make this analysis barely useful.

Thig section contains no discussion of social controversiee that
may arise over proposed reuse options. Iu particular, citizan
objeclions have already been expressed to several of the J¥G RDB’s
preferred reuss plan components, including the agribueiness parks
at the northern end of tLhe proving ground and the solid wvaste
landfill. Molise, odors, increased traffic, and lowsred property
velues are all socico~economic factore with potential for
controvessy related tc these developments. The most likely tenant"
being considered for tho agribusiness park, the egg-laying
facilities, has generated a great deal of public oppositien.




Uoaveidadle Advarse favireonmental Impacts/irreversible er
Irretrievable Commitments of Resources

The limited nature o
uptomatic of the

the reuse

¢t these discussions on pages 5-33 and $-34 are
ocument ‘s failure to include all avalilable

-
information and in tticular, reasonably foreseeable outcomee fxrom

options. We dispute the aesertion that the
non- entities are “not presen well

enough defined to make estinatec on certainties that the ngacta
would occur.” NEPA requicea morc than oaly an eva uation o

certain outcomes, an

the impacts of epec

d the Army’s insistence in refusing to evaluate
ific rcuse options that are reasonably

foresseabls though not guaranteed serves to invalidate the entire

analysis.

In fact, the dispo
irreveraible or irre

eul decision made at JPG will represent an
trievable commitment of resources if it choocses

to dispose of certain parcels of land that are alao included in the

proposed wildlife v
anpounced on March 9
been mada.

Other lssues
Given the specific
process set out by

efuge §ound¢=i=n. The surplusing of parcals
. 1995 indicatecs that this deciasion has already

military real estate disposal and screening
federal law and regulation, we guestion what

authority the Army is using to withhold the transfer of the 53 000

acres as requested by the U.S. Fleh and Wildlife Service on March

28, 1994.

Coaclusiom

As recognized in the DEIS, « principal goal of NEPA is to assure
that federal agencies make sound and informed decisions based on
tha available information and a full consideration of the likely

ts, positive and negative, of their deciseion. The Jeffurson
Proving Ground environmental impact statement in its preasent form

will fail to achieve that goal. On the other hand, an EIS that

tu11¥ Jooks at the reasonably likely reude outcomes that ¢
the o choice tween a wildlife refuge or a ge-

. O
develo at proposals on the land north of the firing line, that

nationa

®
1iadbi -

sou! decision that could result is the transfer aof the
a

(3

on
reguested 53,000 acres to the U.8. Fish and Wildilfe Service for
o

3
Boosier Environmental Council.

’ish-itt H
fim nalon
Natural B age Policy Dirgector
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Save The Vallev and the Hoosier Environmental Council have

alreadv evnressed their concerns concerning the JPG environmental

=tatement: b-wever. 2 mention of the EIS and its lack of specificitw

Tencerming ron-federal land owners. orivate land owners and their

Customers and social friends need be addressed at this time.

Incumbered disoosal sudgests thét the Armv has formulated a plan

to consider cartain encumbrances on certain owners facing a condition

~f transfer: the Armw sSugdgests it mav be able to control these

encumbrances and aceardinglyv their environmental impacts.

The Armyv autharizes that mitiZation of impacts would result in
reuse of *he JPG land and bevond the control of their authoritv., The

FIS sugeests measures that future owners could take include exercise

of sound discretion. the land use blannine and infrastructure

develonments. Tt su¢eests adherence to deed restrictions and

enforcement ~f zoning. substantial decision regulations and building

nermits,

However. the Armv. to our knowled#e. has never aooroached

Jefferson Countv zoning authorities redarding proper classification

and zonin¢ of the land South of the firing line. Also.

there is no

mention that the Armv has approached Riplev County and Jennings Countvw

regarding their comorehensive zoning olans for the area North of the

firing line,

So how does nronosed action analvzed in the EIS concern itself

nronerlv with the disnosal of the entire JPG facilitv?® The EIS

suggests that reuyse Af the

installation of future occupants is bevond

the direct rrrtral ~f the Armyv, The Armv acknowledees that mitigation

~f imracts which result from reuse are bevond its control and

autharit., This reuyse, the arm- ~onsiders an indirect imoact,

@D




The Armv recognizes CERCLA requires that all Federal propertv
‘fransfprs specifv anv release. stora<¢e or disposal of hazardous
materials at the site along with a descriotion of the circumstances
and anv resnonse taken. C(Covenants are reauired for nrooertv transfers
from the Federal government to orivate non-federal entities that
involve pronertyv which had been the site of storatge. release or
disnnsal of hazardous materials. These covenants must warrant that
necessarv remedial action has been taken and that if additional
remediation is needed. it will be conducted bv the Federal government.

What assurance do _the people of Jefferson. Rivlev and Jennings Countv

have that the Federal e¢overnment will remain in charge?

The encumbrances are identified as unexvloded ordinance (UXO) and
denleted uranium (DU). After twentv-five (25) vears the Armv suddests
that the outlving parcel intended for communityv development would be
burdened with a reversionaryv clause favorine the Fish and Wildlife
Service.

Whv not iust transfer the provertv North of the firineg line to

the Fish and Wildlife Service so that no maior_ liabilitv decisions

need be faced bv anv non-federal land owner or bv private individual

land owners who receive title from the Federal government. The

reversionarv clause could have an effect on a counties’ land use
decisions respecting undeveloned parcels and mav be in conflict with
the Fish and Wildlife Services reversionarv interest.

Discussions have occurred between Save The Vallev's attornev.
Themas Dattilo. and the Jefferson Countv zoning attornev and zonineg
nfficials that sugdest Jefferson Countv mav consider pursuing zoning
classification for that portion of JPG that exists within Jefferson
Countv. Jennings and Rinlev Countv should. in our opinion. do the
same and commence zoning redulations and reauirements for their

counties’ portions of JPG: zoning nrovides for orderlv and planned
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growth within a countv and must be done before transfers of anv real
estate parcels are made between the Federal ¢overnment and the
respective counties.

The Fish and Wildlife Service and their riehts and interests in
the JPG facilitv should also be considered bv the zoning authorities
of the respvective counties: in this manner orderlv and planned growth

iust might be accomplished. Tts a pitv _the government didn’t think of

this significantlv enou¢h to direct the resvective counties to act in

the counties’ best interest.

Also. if parcels are transferred to orivate land owners. and if
soning is not accomolished beforehand. the populace surrounding JPG
will suffer substantial problems. most likelv environmental hazards.

In conclusion. if the counties fail to zone JPG. future
generations can have no assurance of anv nroper planned ¢rowth or anv
<afetv for the business invitees or the surrounding JPG populace from

unexoloded ordinance and demleted uranium.

Dated: nril 25. 1995 On Behalf of Save The Valley

Thomas M. Dattilo
Attornev

311 East Main Street
Madison, Indiana 47250
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SAVE THE VALLEY, INC.

April 25, 1995

U.S. Army Materiel Command, ATTN: AMCSO
5001 Eisenhower Avenue ‘
Alexandria, VA 22333-0001

ATTENTION: Mr. James Davidson

SUBJECT: COMMENTS REGARDING THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT CONCERNING THE DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF THE JEFFERSON

PROVING GROUND

Dear Mr. Davidson:
Saveﬁanky,hc.isanm—fw-proﬁtmvimmtdmpﬁmionwkhmanbasrdding

primarily in Southeastern Indiana and Northern Keatucky. The great majority of our membership

resides within a fifty mile radius of the Jefferson Proving Ground.
Tﬁstwv&sm«pﬁnﬁmwﬁhmMﬁg&mMem

regarding the DEIS. You will find our preliminary comments enclosed. We expect that

additional comments will be made representing our positions.

Wehopethtanoommeﬁswiﬂbegivendueconﬁdenﬁmintheulﬁumedispodﬁmof
the Jefferson Proving Ground.

Sincerely,

ONH /4

Richard Hill
President

P.0O. Box 813, Madison, IN 47250




COMMENTS REGARDING DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT CONCERNING DISPOSAL AND
REUSE OF THE JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND

INTRODUCTION

We would like to take this opportunity to express some of our concerns regarding proposals that
have been made for the disposal and reuse of JPG.

CONTINUED MONITORING

One of our main conceras involves the question of continuation of monitoring for possible health
and safety risks after the Army has disposed of the JPG. We feel it essential that areas be sampled
and tested on a regular basis in order to measure migration of any toxic substances.

We do appreciate the danger inherent in any major clean up efforts (due the presence of UXO) in
areas north of the firing line. Therefore, continuous monitoring seems to be an acceptable
alternative, at least from what we can tell at this time.

Thisisofspecialconeu’ninmdaromdtheDepldedUnniumlmpaaﬁdd. Due to the
long-livedradiowﬁvenamofDUanditstmdcologiallnwdaumaaLwefeditnewssaryto
enmemignﬁonofwhwmanﬁmmuhrwghthesdlstogmmdmdufwewuenis
carefully monitored.
111e&cnlmBingekmmﬁgnthrmghtheDUlmpumgivuﬁsetoamofpou'ble
mechanisms for migration of DU outside the immediate impact area. This is of particular concern
topwpkMidetheIPGbmdaswboﬁvemmd«huwisemethisaukforpupomawhu
ﬁsﬁn&reauﬁomwﬁuhgﬁv&ock(&th«nmsdyabychmeofﬁv&ockwmd«hgho
the creek, etc.). For these reasons, we recommend sampling not oaly water and soil, but also
impact area.
We do understand that there is to be a separate EIS for the DU area and these concerns will be
during that process also. However, this present DEIS does address the disposal and
reuse of the entire JPG. The current DEIS also identifies depleted uranium as an encumbrance to
be considered. Thus, we wished to address this concern now.

Save the Valley 1




THE WILDLIFE REFUGE PROPOSAL

Preservation of JPG as a wildlife refuge offers a unique opportunity for this part of the country.
By the very nature of past use, much of JPG is actually unsuitable for other uses. There are
currently no other areas of this large scale available in Indiana available for protection of natural
habitats. Such habitats are being lost every day and are becoming extremely rare. We feel that
such an opportunity may never arise again on this scale in Indiana.

We will not list here all of the natural and historic features that are worth preserving, as these are
quite extensive, already very well known, and thoroughly described in other documents. We
recommend referencing the DEIS for further information on these features.

OTHER PROPOSED USES NORTH OF THE FIRING LINE

There is much discussion of uses other than the wildlife refuge for areas north of the firing line.
We must express our opposition to uses that would compromise the integrity of the wildlife
refuge. We have already mentioned the unique nature of the area and fear that other uses in or
near the refuge would only interfere with the intent of habitat preservation.

WebelicvethttthereareunplearasofopportunityfordevelopmanlyingoutsideIPGorsouth
of the firing line. There seems to be a number of development minded persons wishing to turn
Iead(orinthisase,UXOriddledhnd)imogold. It seems obvious that any future use of even
moderate intensity would require substantial clean up efforts to remove UXO. A direct quotation
from the DEIS states: "Due to historical practices at the JPG, unexploded ordnance (UXO) may
be found anywhere north of the firing line.* (p. 4-40).
Additioually,UXOd«mpeostaﬁmﬂuﬁstedhtheDEISgiveﬁguruashighuSS?,Gupet
acre in forested areas (358,977 per acre in bare land areas). Is this land really worth that much?
Is there not other uncontaminated land that could be had for considerably less? It is true that
these are the high, worst case figures. However, as we all have often experienced, anything that
mpo@lygowmng,wﬂlgowmgmdwwdoostsoﬁm&raceedprqeaed' ones.

It is also true that developers would not directly pay these cleanup costs. However, they are true
costs, whether they are paid by developers or by our tax dollars.
Avaycredﬂ)lew\mofopirﬁmwma&ommy&iend;ndghba;mdrdadvuwhohave
worked at JPG for many years. At many of the meetings concerning the JPG closure, as well as in
pﬁvnewnv«uﬁongmmyofmaepwplehawvoicedmehjudmmndwdopmnofum
nonhoftheﬁﬁnglineismdicrousduetotbeprmnceoftheUXOandtheimpossnbilityof
removing it to any safe level. We agree.

Save the Valley 2
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(m 3 UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
4 REGION §
* o 77 WEST JACKSON BOULEVARD
CHICAGO, IL 60604-3590
e 30 196

s REP.Y TO THE ATTENTION W
Mr. James Davidson
U.$. Army Materiel Comsand
ATIN: AMSCO
5001 Risenhover Avenue
Alsxandria, VA 22333-0001

RE: Draft Envirormental Impact Statemant for the Disposal and
Reuse of the Jefferson Proving Ground, Nadison, Indiana

Dear Mr. Davidson:

In accordance vith our responsibilities under the National
tnvironmental Policy Act, and Section 309 of the Clean Alr Act,
wve have revieved the Draft fnvironmental Iapact Statement (DEIS),
deted Pebruary 1995, for the disposal and reusa of the Jefferson
Proving Ground, located in Madison, Indiana.

our reviev of the DEIS has resulted in 3 rating of "BEO-2." The
ugo* indicates that, based upon our zeviev of the information
provided in the DLIS, thera are significant snvironmental impacts
that should be avoided in ordexr to adequately protect humans and
the enviromnment. Hevever, Ve feal that the potantial for adverse
impacts to both humans and the environment could be avoided by
providing additional protective measures in the rinal BIS.

The "2* in the rating indicates that tha DEIS doss not fully
contain sufficient information to fully assess environmental
impacts and that additional information, data, and analyses
should be included in the Pinal RIS. '

our specific commants are provided in the enclosure to this

letter. We vould appreciate the opportunity to meet vwith you
regarding these commants. Also, as you bave already discussed
vith Carol Alexander, of my staff, ve offer to vaviev preliminary
drafts of the Final KIS as they are developed, in order to help
ensure that our issues have been addressed. Pleass contact Carol
at {312) 886-4244 to arrangs future meetings and document
revievs.

sincerely,

€

snirley Mitchell, Chief
Planning and Assessaant Branch
Planning and Kanagement Division

Enclosure




ENCLOSURR
U.8. EPA REGION §
CONMENTS OF TEE PEBRUAAY 1993 DRIS FOR JEYYERSON PROVING GROUMD

The FEIS should provide detailed information concerning the
following: 1) baseline anvironmantal conditions at JPG,
including the dgg;‘ntion of parcels at JPG according to the
standard ssven A categories, 2) impacts and environmental
degradation associated wvith specific land use types regarding
reuse, 3) hazardous vastes at JPG, including the need for further
investigations and nacessary coapliance activities, 4) pubilie
safety, S) property adjacent to J¥G, 6) vildlife and unique or
high quality natural areas, and 7) mitigation of potential
ispacts for esach reuse scenario outlined in the DRIS.

I. BASELINE ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS AT JPG AND PARCEL
DESIGNATIOR UNDER CERFA

ous vastes o .
Yor ex e, there havs beeh no investigations regardi baseline
EI‘%% north of the Firing Line (FL). The FEIS should -

Lne (F1
include & description of remaini loded ordnance (UXO) and
th ir Jocations, as thers iIs the potcntgal for contamination in I

e
the fora of metals, explosives, hazbicides, and uranjum.

e FEIS should also include a d on of the possible l
vastes, products, and dcg%‘{dajian constituents that are poesible

at the entire facility. ¢ information vill be neces for @
T al investigations, nforms the public of what will
potentially be laft in place vith regard to reuse scenarios. I

In general, the figures depicting maps in the DIIS are not alvays
consistent when representing the differant features at JPG. For

exasple, -9, depicting the Wetland Inventory Nap anpd

rigquye 4-10, depict surface vatar, do not shov the creeks with @

the sane datail or location. Maps that will be included in the l

e i

L]
FEIS should be checked for consistency.

Also, Attachment C, a map depicting archeological areas, is not @I

legible, and a nev BMap should be included in the PRIS.
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The DEIS references the Environsental Bageline Study

EBS) /communit Thvizonmental Response Facil itation Act (CERFA
Report. Hovever, it @ auld be clarified that concurrence haé not
beeh given on the EBS Dy Our agency or the Indiana Department of
Pnvironmental Nanageaant (IDEM). According to CERFA, Public law
102-436, U.5.C. Section 9620(h), and Department of Defanse
policy, an EBS is required, and a revised IS which designates
parcels under seven distinct categories must be sulmitted to the
regulatory agencies for reviev. Thersfore, the FEIS should
indicats that the current ZAS is a proposed document, as the

rmh“r{n:g.nelu may require parcels to be ranked differently
1ly proposed in the current I3S, based upon further

@D

In addition, it should be noted that the RCRA Pacllity @
ina

in Section 4.14.2 of the DEI s a final

Assessment, mentioned

II. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS TO. LAND USE TYPES ASSOCIATED WITH
ABUSE SCEMARIOS

ul

The DRIS should inelude an analysis of a mixture of high, wedium,
and lov reuse scenarios and associated environmental impacts. @

The DEIS hot thoroughly describe potantial cts to
at JPG vith regard to fic reuse scenarios.
tions of associatsd lmpacts %ro- reuse should be snalysed
in greater detail.

The DEIS states that, in many cases, land use cannot be known

until an owner actually takes contrel of property. The DEIS also
states that, based on the specific reuse plans developed by other
parties, additional snvironsental documentation Bay be necessary.
The FEI$ should clarify exactly vhat snvironmental documentation

required of future ovnars, sinca it is the pr%a%
%&ibilit} of DOD, under the Mational Environmental Policy
Act, % provids the public and regulatory agencies vith
ufficient environmental tation {n order to make fo
ard to a [ate remedial and reuse
sctivities.

The DEIS contains statements that thare vill be no direct or
indirect impacts to the enviromment due to certain reuse
intensity categories. The basis for determining that there will
be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to the environment
should be stated and information vhich serves as a basis for
these determinations should be inc uded in the PFEIS.

Tor example, Secticn S5.5.11 statas that no indirect impacts ares
expscted to occur to soils under the Lov Intensity category,
hovever, thers is no analysis or documentation to support this
statesent. ‘

[

)
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It should be noted that airport reuse is contingent upon solid (131
Waste Management Unit (SWMU) investigations. Rsuse of the

E;EE ﬁst consider the %oecdonl of SWMUs being investigated @
and UXO wvith regard to placesent of graves.

R as a recycling centar wo be considered a s vould
nesd corrective action. Reuse as a wildlife refuge sust consider
the impacts on humans and vildlife vith regard to risks

assoclated UXO left in place. With reqard to UXO, reuse

decisions cannot be determined without further environsental
investigations and/or extensive deed restrictions which have
accounted for vorst-case scenaries.

The fact that reuse may include the transfer of land to nev RCRA
Owners/Operators should be addressed in the PEIS.

e FEIS ould also dis the need for a risk assessment to be
a oer JPG. In ition, an rs of the FL, should (jy
be developed and should address the possibility that the transfer
of property may hot eccur vithout further investigations.

d be noted that rsuse scenarios outlined in the DEIS ma
not represent final reuse determinations at JrG.

should alse be not t BRCRA regqulations a tothclntiro@l
facil and that nev owvners or ators wvould be subject to
conpliance vith RCRA. With r to Appendix C, it should be

noted that RCRA liability will be transfexred vith the land

obtained by U.S. NS, and the Service must comply with RCRA I
interinm status and future peramitting requirements.

With regard to reuse as a vildlife refuge, the protection of @'
1

e safaty and vildlife should be addressed concerni the
r%lii Iivolvfﬁ UX0 left in placas.

The March 28, 1994 request for transfer of excess real and @é

related pro south of the firi S. ™

to be outdated. It appears that U.S. FWS is currently expressing
to the U.S. EPA that only property north of the giri line will
be requested, according to the latest draft Concept Plan dated
1995. This change needs to de clarified in ths PIIS, and the
nevest version of the Concept Plan should be used.

T




sal for a National Wildliife Refuge is not the current
concept Plan. In order to ¢ ly vith RCRA requirements, we
Believe that genheral public use is not acceptable at this tinas,
since remedial investigations and a sk assessment ve N

Wy

perforied. Also, the plan does not address RCRA compliance for

the regulated open detonation ranges. And, there may be future
impacts froa the upcoaing proposed Munitions Rule, that may
restriet activities within the range areas, including the buffer
zones.

‘Hitn regard to Appendix D, the location of the agricultural
easi ndix

areas should be identified on a map. Also, the a
ot reference RCRA requiremen ¢t are applicable.
Should agrlicultural crops be considered regarding reserve
parcels, riek assessments required by RCRA and CERCIA must
consider food-chain impacts.

The FEIS should clarify the fact that the recommandaticns used in

the ix ¢ do not reflect both Faderal and State
TYecommendations as to activitiee at these sites. The FEIS should (149

state that the information in this ng&?h is subject to changes
based on currant CERCLA RCRA investigations.

The DRIS states that the Indiana SAPO has reconmended that a
historic preservation consultant be retained to determined which
buildings should be included in the historic district. The FEIS @

ould state a consultant vill be retained and hov this
consultant vIlII' De alloved to complets this assessment vith
Tegard to reusa act vities.

1II. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS INFORMATION

The DEIS does not analyse both current and future impacts of @
existing UXO vith regard to the biological resources at JPG.
Cleanup activities proposed appears to be tocused solely on human
reuse activities at JPG and does not thoroughly account for
bioclogical resourcas.

The FEIS should include a schedule of on-goi renedial @
activities planned or reasonably anticipated in the futura.

Asbestos-containing materjsls should be disposed of in a landfill @
licensed to handle such Raterials.

With regard to Clean Air Act (CAA) conformity, the DEIS states in
Section 5.8 that no information has come to light that the
proposed action (disposal o2 JPG) would cause classification or
the local air quality district as being in a non-attainment
s::tu. or othervise constitute a violation of Section 176(c) ef
t CAA. .
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In sddition, the DEIS states in Sectien 5.5.10 that no impacts
are expected under the High, Medium, and Low reuse categories.
The FEIS should state hov these conclusions vere determined. The
use of air modeling can aid in the assesssent of potential
ispacts. It is expected that most reuse activities vill impact
air quality to some degree. All ardi
reuse should bs stated and assessed for each reuge gcenario
outlined in the DEIS.

The PFIIS should state hov DOD will ensure that PCB transforaers
vill be monitored for potential leaking after bass closure.

FEIS should state vhether contaminants are migrating
of f-site, and should describe the nature of any contaminants,

including planned remedial actions.

With regard to data validation and Quality Assurance and Quality
Control, the Remedial Investigation (RI) not have

concurrence from our age and the Indiana De; tment of
Envirormantal Managesent (IDEM). Also, the agencies do not agxree

vith the deletion of units based upon existing data.

Compliance vith corrective action is not addressed in the DEIS,
and tliu;.;pon burning and detonation units wvere not
described.

Acreage in the FEIE should be modified to reflect property north
of the FL.

The PEIS should include the following: 1) A description of past
activities, includi st traini formed at . 2)
description of karst features mtiow in Section ¢.11, 3) A
eclogic map which includes cross-sections, axposed formations,
4] _A current map (see Figure 4-6) depicting all units petentially
go% to conmimt%on. S) A map depict current vell
Jocations, and €) A 1ist of tested munitions.
The DEIS states that 1ead vas identified in surface wvater

samples. Data including levels, sampling dates, and locations
should be described in the FBIS.

The FEIS should identi avals of sulphur in the
vicinity of JPG and determine vhether sulphur levels at JPG are
due to munitions.

The DEIS states that there are "probable other locations® of
qroundvater contamination. All potential areas of contamination
should -] the FEIS ndicat on a map. In
addition, the FEIS should provide information regarding saapling
locatione and assess the potential for uranium in groundwatar.’
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Information on any pump tests that have been performed to verity (1M
Dermeability of the units should alsoc be included in the FEIS.

The Air National Guard may be subject to the zc:thco-i.ﬁg
munitions rule in the future. The Guard may not expa nto the
detonation range (the Resource conservation and Recovery Act

(RCRA) regulated unit), as that unit is subject to RCRA
permitting and closure requiresants.

With regard to Section 4.10 of the DEIS, if the open burning and
open detonation units were permitted, RCRA would require alr
assessaents for those units and requlate emissions from thea.

section 4.13.2 of tha DEIS should describe past use of thes
oundv:tcr In the till, as there are many old vells north of the el
%EEEE ine.

potential contamination sources include the munitions disposal @
vells. The FEIS should address thade potential sources.

Section 4.13.2 of the DRIS should also address the karst flow
8 esant at the facil ., It 1

> is our :
understanding that a cave survey is currently being perforaed. (“GD
Information from that survey should be included in the FEIS.

depleted uranium (DU) range conflicts with the topographic map
for the facllity.

|
With yegard to Pigure 4-1) of the DEIS, the exact location of the @ ‘

The DEIS should specify that the DU range and landf£il]l i{s also @ ‘
requlated a8 3 SWMU under RCRA. ‘
We recomnend that the map labeled Figure 4-12 in the DRIS ke

updated after the completed search for historical archivas. @

W
method upon vhich the cost estimates were calculated and what

8 {fically is included in thoss costs should have bean
included.

to .14.3 of the DEIS, a description of the @

Section 4.14.) of the $ should have addressed the need for @
obtaining a RCRA permit for the treatment of UXO. Section 4.13.2
of the DEIS should describe groundvater investigations required @

under RCRA for the OB/OD unjts and corrective action.
Section 4.14.1 of the DEIS should have included a description of

RCRA_corrective action.
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once the historical archive search is completed, a nev list of @
swWMUs should be evaluated based en a completed search.

According to the DEIS, it appears that UXO north of the tiring
line wvill resain. Pleass be advised that we have not deternined
whather that will be the resedy for the facility and that remcval

of some or all portions of UXO contaninated arsas may be r%\_nirod
in the future. The PEIS should indicate that a final decision

has not Deen determined.

) reqard to Section 4.13 of the OBIS, the statement that there @q).
o contamination of surface water or groundvater due to

depleted uranium, Bay not be accurate. l

treatment or disposal.

The Community Reuse Plan (CRP), located in ﬁpendix 8 of the

DEIS, does not addrese RERA and CERCLA compllance under reuse
scenarios. It should ba noted that nev ownars are liable for I
Corrective Action associated vith the creation of any nev SWNUs. ’

With regard to the proposed UXO research center, should any @
“cleanup/remadiation take place, tha center would be subject to -

"RCRA regulations.
The location of any recreationa) activities described in the CRP,

should be located a safe distanca avay froa the RCRA regulated
open burning grounds area until that site is clean closed.

Chapter $ of ths DEIS should have addressed RCRA hazardous vaste (l%Oi

Reuse of the airfield the CRP, will on the results of i

the RI/FS investigation. There are several areas at the a rport, (g4

1mlﬁ£g the runvays, vhich are currently under investigation.

The Gate 19 landfill sheuld be monitored for migrating (i85)
nants. Also, any landfills that may bave had haszardous

vastes disposed of (e.9., ash fros incinerators that burned small l

ammunitien) should require long-tera monitoring.

In addition, ve have several comments on the information @
=ontained in Appendix G, and they (in the order that they appear
in the DEIS) are as follovs:

JPC-06: The taxt should include the fact that this is a RCRA
regulated unit, seeking closure. This unit is proposed to be
separated out of the RI/FS.




JPG-15: This unit 18 regulated by the RCRA Subtitle D program
implenmented by Indiana Department of Envirocnmental Managenent
(IDEM) . Also, asbestos has been placed in the landfill.

JPG-57: The text states that waste oil is stored in this active
tank snd that no further action is planned. Clarification should
be given with regard to vhether this is a RCRA regulated tank
needing to go through closure.

JPG~36: Please clarify vhether the ters "gtoddard solvent® is
actually "standard solvent.” Also, the status of closure should
be specified, and vhather thexre has bean a certification approved

by IDEM.
JPG~-S0: Please state what authority this vas closed under.

JPG-54: The text should indicate whether closure of these units
is required under TSCA.

JPG-47: A list of vastes disposed of in this unit should be
included.

JpGe-55: Should this unit be transferred, a sever integrity test
may be required to evaluats vhether the photo lab materials
leaked into the soil.

JPC-50: The text should state that the unit is regulated by the
Clean Water Act or other applicable lavs.

JPG-60: Tha taxt should state whathar the vasts analysis has ever
verified that the material is characterized as hatardous vaste.

JPG-61: Please clarify vhether the term "steel contaminated” is
actually "steel conta t.® Based on the RCRA Facility
Inspection, the area nesds scme basic clean up.

JPG~63: A sever integrity test should be performed to dotcrliné
whether cyanide and silver vastes did not migrate outside the
drains or sever.

JPG-84 and JPG-86: The text should indicate whether these units
are 90 day storage areas. Also, the vaste type, unit type, and
accumulation time should be addressed.

JPG-16: The text should state the period of operation of this
unit.




JPG~-23: The text should indicate that this is a RCRA regulated
unit.

JPG=38: Please clarify wvhat wvas the used motor 0il. Also, please
specify vhether a vaste analysis can be provided.

IPG-S2: The text should indicate that tnhis is a Rm regulated
generator accumulation area.

IV. PUBLIC SAFETY

The security functien, provided under the Directorate of Lav
Enforcement and Security, is an extremely important component at
JPG, due to the potential for threats to public safety from UXo
areas. e DEIS states that a mut cenent e vith
e of Madiso the surr
Indiana State Police. The FEIS should state vhether this
agreenent will be in effect after base closure prior to property
being conveyed to nev ownaers.

The PEIS should also state the aanner in vhich DOD will snsure
security at JPG. A dstailed security plan should be included in (/88
the FKIS.

-@-—-‘-

topped with barbed wire surrounds the perimeter of JPG. The FRIS
should stats vhether the fence vwill be maintained after base

closure.
Nev roads built will at JPG will require security fences and DOD

Bust ensure coapliance with security requirements for regqulated @

The DEIS states that more than 48 miles ét chain 1link fence l

Ths DEIS should provide a detailed description of vhat is meant
by controlled access.

The DEIS$ should also provide a description of any accidents
invelving human recreational use and UXO that have occurred at
JPG.

With regard to the addendum to the CRP, should East/West
corriders be created, fencing must be installed to restrict
accass to UXO areas.
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v. ADJACENT PROPIRTIES

The FEIS sbould provide a 1list of all properties that are
{zmediately adjacent to JPG. The FEIS should describe activities
taxing place on bordering properties (e.g., construction, vater
or air emissions). 1In addition, these properties should be
visually inspected and information regarding the presence of
environsental degradation should be descridbed in the FEIS. Any
descriptions of environmental degradation should include whether
JPG is/vas a potential source or whather activities on bordering

properties may impact property at JPG. Potential impacts to JPG
should be addressed vith regard to reuse scenarios in the FEIS.

IV. WILDLIPE AND HIGH QUALITY NATURAL AREAS

In order to comply vith Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act,
wve recommend that any activities regarding the closure and reuss
of JPG, includi those activities associated vith envirormental
investigations and compliance, having the e potential to affect
roposed or listed threatened and endangered spscies, be

coordinated vith the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Sarvice, Bloomingten
Pield Office (FWS). Specifically, ve recommend consultation with

0 pro e Indiana bat, regarding activities occurring
within ene-half mile of all streams and tridutaries on JPG. In
addition, the potential for impacts to the Indiana bat occurring
off-site (both indirect and cumulative impacts) must be
considered in the FEIS.

Prior to the implementation of leass sgreements or pr
transfer, Ve recommend that surveys for endangered specles be

ed vhere there is habitat associated vith these species.
Por example, Bald eagles are known to have utilized JPG.
surveys for nests along large lake areas should be conducted
prior to timber cuts in thoss areas.

According to breading bird surveys conducted at JPG (Appendix F
of the DEIS), the basa is host to a large diversity ot
neotropical migratory birds (NTMBs). In genaral, populations of
NTMB species have declined in the Nidvest. For many species of
NINMBs, successful reproduction is dependent upon forest interior.
Forest fragmentation creates additiona) forest edge, whereby

nests beccme prone to predation. The FEIS should address adverse

impacts to NTMBg due to the potentia {al of forest fragmentation
from reuse activities. The FEIS should also address the
potential for cumu lative acts to ulations in the
Midvest should forest fragmentation occur at JPG (e.g., the
Cerulean varbler is a Federal candidate epecies).

The DEIS alsc states that there are numerous Federal and State
listed plants occurr or having the potential to occur at JPG.
Surveys for thess plant species (e.g., the Federally endangered
Running buffalo clover) .should be conducted.
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aussel and Henslow’s sSparrov
should be conducted prior to pro Tty transfer. We recoasend
that you cocrdinate thess surveys vith F¥WS and the Indiana

Department of Watural Resources.

ViI. MITIGATION

The DEIS$ discusees general, potential nitigative measures to

aveid or minimize adverse ets to natural resocurces vith

regard to reuse activities at JPG. However, the DEIS does not

provide any recoammendations or affirsative statesents that these @
mitigation measuras vill be implemanted. The FEIS should

{ndicate under what specific conditions vill mitigation measures

be utiligzed. Details concerning specific measures at specitic

sites under the various reuse scenarjos should be provided in the
PRIS. Also, we recommend that mitigation should be {mplemented

in sddition to encumbrances which are r ired lav.
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We recommend that the folloving deed restrictions de incorporated
into any leasa agrsaments or property transfer documents in order
to protect the historic, cultural, and natural resources

currently at JPG. 2e¢ that there vill need to be l

Ve
casements to allow DCD and its contractors access to property to
implenent cleanup activities.

We recosmend that access restrictions be implemented to protect
blic from harm during remedial actiona. Alsc, ve strongly (%09

nd that extensive deed restrictions be incorporated to
1imit access vith r to reuse activities north of the FL. 1In
sddition, an infermation/education plan should be developed and l
included in the PEIS in order to inform the public (in the
vicinity of J¥G) of restricted areas.

Ve also recommend that restrictions regarding the existing small (Zp)
arms_range and Jandfill sites be implemanted to prevent

inappropriate reuse activities, including agricultural reuse and

any land modification vhich vould impact ir-place remedies or l

inhibit proper monitoring requirenents.

to hel revent degradation due to reuse activities.
Buffer zones should bs created for the Heron Rookery, and ve

Deed restrictions should include 3 100-foot buffer around P

suggest that you contact 7WS for information on protecting the
Tookery . l
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Deed restrictions should include 2 requirement that new owners
contact FwWS prior to implementing Jisturbance-related activities
taking place within one-haif mile of all streams and tributaries
. to protect the exlsting population of endangered Indiana s &
JPG.

Deed restrictions should be utilized {n order to protect historic
roperties and cultural resources at JPG. New owners should
contact the State Ristoric Preservation office (SAPO) should any
reuse activities have the potential to impact these resources.
Should areas vhich have the potential to contain these resources
not be surveyed prior to land transfer, nev owvners should have
surveys conducted, in consultation vith the SHPO, to protect

important resources.

Notification in deeds should be provided with regard to the
transfer of any Duildings with asbestos-containing wnaterials.

Also, prior to land transfer, deed restrictions should be
utilised to protect Federal and States listed plant species at

Y

In addition, deed restrictions should be utilized for large

tracts of forested lands to prevent fragmentation to help snsure
successful reproduction o The numerous varieties of NTMB

populations vhich nest at JPG.

We agree with ths determination in the DEIS that upern transfer to
a non-federal entity of any property eligible for listirg on the
National Register of Historic Places, DOD vill include a
restrictive clause in the deed which prohibits ground disturbing
activities vithout the written consent of the Indiana SHPO.

PEIS should discuss the use of encumbrancas re arding the

applicability of RCRA to certain areas. Since RCRA requires

cortain r latory sandates on hov the burn ocpen @
tonation units vill be mainta ned, certain usas of those sites

may be probibited. Also, RCRA corrective action may result in

encuabrances on SWMU areas.
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